TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

REP PROGRAM STRATEG C REVI EW )
AT- LARGE STAKEHOLDERS MEETI NG )
WASHI NGTON, D. C. )

Pages: 1 through 97
Pl ace: Washington, D.C
Dat e: Decenber 5, 1997

HERITAGE REPORTING CORPORATION
Official Reporters
1220 L Street, NW, Suite 600
Washington, D.C.
(202) 628-4888



FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

REP PROGRAM STRATEG C REVI EW )
AT- LARGE STAKEHOLDERS MEETI NG )
WASHI NGTON, D. C.

Audi torium Buil ding 46
University of the District

of Col unbi a

4200 Connecticut Avenue, N W
Washi ngton, D.C.

Fri day,
December 5, 1997

The neeting was held, pursuant to notice, at 9:08

APPEARANCES:

RI TA CALVAN, Director
FEMA, Region |11

D. ANNE MARTI N, Chair
Strategic Review Steering Commttee

RI CK AUMAN, Facilitator
ATTENDEES:

MARY LYNNE M LLER
FALK KANTOR

TOM ESSI G

SHARON STOFFEL
ROSEMARY HOGAN
BOB Bl SSELL

BI LL MC NUTT
MARCUS WYCHE
STANLEY MC | NTOSH
LARRY ROBERTSON
STEVE BORTH

JAN LAMB

WOODI E CURTI S

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888



ALAN NELSON

Bl LL RENTZ

JI' M HARDEMAN
ATTENDEES ( CONT. ):

RON GRAHAM
GEORGE URQUHART
TI NA KUHR

SANDRA PAI CE
ROBERT HOLDEN

M CHAEL J. SHARON
NI CK DE PI ERRO
JOHN LI TTON
ERNESTI NE M KUHR
ANDY SI MPSON
JCELLE KEY

ROSS FRENDENBERG
JOHN PERRY
DOUGLAS P. BOGGS
DR, MARK FI NDLAY
ART WARREN

M KE NAWDJ

PAT MJLLI GAN
VI C KELLEY
CHARLI E M LLER
RON FRAAS

M KE SCHOPPNVAN
SCOI'T SAUNDERS
JOHN G BLE

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888



PROCEEDI NGS

M5. CALVAN. Good norning, everyone. It's ny
privilege to wel cone you to this public conment period on
our Radi ol ogi cal Energency Preparedness Program Strategic
Review. M nane is Rita Calvan and |'m Regi onal Director
for FEMA's Region IIl, which includes the states of
Del awar e, Pennsyl vani a, Maryland, Virginia, Wst Virginia
and the District of Colunbia.

This is a great tine to be reviewing this program
The programis al nost 20 years old. For those of us who
work in the field with the REP programa | ot, we know t hat
there's a lot we could do to streanline it, so | think it's
very tinely that we're doing this at this tine.

This neeting, of course, is not just for FEMA
Region IIl. It's for the entire Eastern Territory of the
United States. It includes FEMA Regions | through IV. |'m
representing nmy colleagues in the other FEMVA regions, Jeff
Bean from Region | in Boston, Lynn Canton from Region Il in
New Yor k and John Copenhaver, who's the Regional Director in
Region IVin Atlanta. |'msorry that none of themare able
to be here today, but it's ny privilege to be able to
represent them

We were doing sonme back of the envel ope
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calculations a few m nutes ago and we figured we have 24
states in the Eastern Territory, alnost half the country,
and we figured we do have, conbining all of our plants, the
hi ghest nunber of plants. |If you divide the country up into
the three territories that we traditionally divide the
country up in, in FEMA, we have a total of 37 plants,
bel i eve.

Region IV, the Atlanta region, has the highest
nunber of plants in the country. | believe FEMA Region V,
which has its office in Chicago, has the second hi ghest
nunber, and in Region Ill, we have the third highest nunber,
with a total of nine plants. Eight plants, actually, but
ni ne sites.

Whenever | think about the REP program | always
like to think that those of us who live and work in
Phi | adel phi a, of course, especially when we cone to
Washi ngton, we |ike t think about how we were really first.

Everybody, you know, thinks of Washington as the nation's

capital, but really, Philadel phia, as you know, is really
where it all began. W're very sensitive to that,
particularly with our office a block from | ndependence Hall.

Unfortunately in Pennsylvania, we also have the
dubi ous distinction of being where the REP program al
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began, because, of course, that's where the event at Three
Ml e Island took place in 1979 and that is what spawned the
REP program

ON a personal level, | feel very at hone with this
program There's a lot of attention, of course, to FEMA s
di saster response and recovery prograns. The REP program
tends to be a little bit forgotten, because there's so much
drama associated with the disaster program But, in fact, |
feel very confortable wth the REP program because | cane
froma regul atory background before | canme to FEMA. | spent
nore than ten years at EPA. So, this is, of course, a
regul atory programand | feel very confortable with it.

This is your neeting, those of you who are here
fromstates, perhaps |local governnments, utilities. It's
your neeting. You are stakeholders in this process. W
want to hear fromyou and we hope you' Il express your views
and your concerns very candidly.

| would like to take just a nonent to conplinent
the team whi ch consists of FEMA people and our sister
agency, the Nucl ear Regul atory Comm ssion. They have been
on a whirlwi nd tour of the country. This week, they have
been to San Francisco for our first public neeting. They
were in St. Louis yesterday and now i n Washi ngt on t oday,
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6
doing the Western, Central and Eastern territories. | know
it's been very stressful for them They've held these
nmeetings and gotten on a plane and noved to the next
| ocation. So, | just want to thank them and conplinent them
for their hard work and their endurance.

It's been so tough that Jan Lanb of our staff has
decided to retire at the end of the year. So, welcone to
the neeting. W |look forward to hearing your view.

At this time, 1'd like to introduce Anne Martin.
Anne is the Deputy Director of our Exercises Division in
FEMA' s Preparedness Trai ning and Exercises Directorate at
FEMA Headquarters.

M5. MARTIN: Thank you, Director Calvan, and thank
you for those kind coments about the commttee. |ndeed,

t hey have had a whirlw nd week.

|'"d like to give you an overview of the strategic
review of the REP program before we go into the concept
papers. As Rita nentioned, the FEMA responsibility for the
program began in 1979, when FEMA took the lead for off site
radi ol ogi cal energency response planning. The m ssion, of
course, then, as it is now and renains the sane, is
protection of public health and assuring public safety
around commerci al nucl ear power plants.
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O course, prograns grow, they mature. Fifteen
years | ater, between the period of February of 1994 through
roughly 1996, NEMA, the National Energency Managenent
Associ ation, issued several resolutions fromtheir
comm ttees, suggesting possible changes to the REP prograns.

Al so, during that sane period, 1994 to 1997, attendees at
the national REP conference annual neetings al so nade a
nunber of suggestions about the REP program In My of
1995, the Nuclear Energy Institute issued a white paper.

Well, a significant change was made to the program
in February of 1995, when the exercise reporting was
streamined with what is known as the SERF, the Standard
Exerci se Report Format. But, change was still on the
horizon. Taking into account the coments that |'ve
menti oned fromthe National REP Conference, from NEMA, from
the NEI white paper, as well as the conferences that were
hel d over the years by our FEMA regions, all of those
comments were taken into account by the Agency. In June of
1996, Director Wtt directed the first conprehensive REP
programreview, 17 years after the program began.

O course, rather than taking the coments from
NEMA or National REP Conference or NEI by itself, it just
made sense that there be a conplete conprehensive review
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A coupl e of things were happening on the national
stage that al so assisted this process. One was, of course,
the Adm ni stration's announcenent of the Nati onal
Perfornmance Review, which was a | ook at the public service
rendered by the federal governnment to revalidate prograns
and procedures, particularly those that had been in being
for a nunber of years, such as the REP program O course,
t he Governnent Performance and Results Act directed that the
governnment woul d take an in depth | ook at performance
criteria and at the results, and al so provi ded a nodel .

That nodel | will be tal king about in just a couple of
seconds, because that's a nodel that we utilized for this
strategic review.

In preparing for the review, there were two acts
that had significance to the review and were taken into
account. One was the Federal Advisory Commttee Act. That,
of course, is admnistered by the General Services
Adm ni stration and says that non-governnental entities, in
order to participate in any policy nmaking with the
government have to be deened a Federal Advisory Commttee,
and that's an 18 to 24 nonth process, with a nunber of steps
and a nunber of criteria to be conpleted.

Also is the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act that was
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signed by President Cinton in March of 1995. The Unfunded
Mandat es Act directed the federal governnment to seek out
state, local and tribal view s on prograns and al so directed
agencies to consult with a wide variety of state, |ocal and
tribal officials. And, in addition, directed that these
consul tations should take place as early as possi bl e when
changes are being consi dered.

So, that brings us to the Strategi c Review
Initiative itself and the nodel that we use for that. As |
menti oned, we use the nodel set forth in the Governnent
Performance and Results Act, and that directs that first,
bef ore begi nning any activity, a needs assessnent be nade.

O course, to an extent that we had been assisted with the
needs assessnent by the resolutions and the conments that
had conme in fromthe various organi zati ons, the stakehol ders
in the program

That nodel also directs that an in depth review be
made of the objectives of the program The objectives, of
course, cone directly fromthe agency vision, which says, an
informed public, protecting their famlies, hones, work
pl aces, communities and livelihoods fromthe inpact of any
di saster and of course, that remains the sanme with our REP
program protection of public health and public safety.
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The strategies that we devel oped for this review
were, of course, Devel opnent Strategic Review Steering
Comm ttee Qutreach. Part of that outreach is the reason
that we're here today. O course, the nodel also directs
that agencies identify their stakeholders. O course,
that's anyone with a stake in the programor an interest in
the program Qur stakehol ders are here today and we
identified themas public citizens, state governnents, | ocal
governments, tribal governnents, power plants, other federa
departnents and agencies. Anyone with an interest in the
REP program

Now, in planning for this initiative or this
strategic review, we | ooked at the typical planning nodel,
whi ch you see here on the overhead, the |linear planning
nmodel .  \Wherein, so often we devel op a plan and have sone
input into it, develop a draft docunment and after comments,
go directly into inplenmentation. That's a nodel that we
have often used in the past.

But, for this strategic review, we went to the
accordi on planning nodel that you see on the overhead.
t hi nk per haps everyone is close enough to see the smal
circles as well as the blocks. The circles indicate the
Strategic Review Steering Commttee and the bl ocks indicate
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t he stakehol ders. So, on your far left, the Strategic
Review Steering Commttee net, conducted deliberations and
then reached out to state and | ocal governnment. It cones
back to the Strategic Review Steering Conmttee

Then, the second outreach was to our federal
partners at a federal forum Again, those coments cone
into the Strategic Review Steering Commttee and then the
third outreach is to the public, and that is why we're here
today and we were in San Francisco and St. Louis earlier in
the week. Only at that point do we | ook at drafting a
docunment which would again go out to the public via The

Federal Register, and after that, result in reconmendations

and finally, inplenmentation of a program
Well, as | nentioned with the nodel indicating a

needs assessnent, again, in July of 1996, The Federal

Regi ster hel d the announcenent that this strategic review
woul d be hel d, asked anyone having any interest in the
program or any comrents to send themto us in FEMA. This
federal notice was held open for 120 comrent period. During
that 120 days, we received 60 respondents with 178 specific
comments and this next transparency, |I'll give you a second
to look at it, that indicates the major topic areas that
were sent in with the comments. As you can see, exercises
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recei ved the greatest nunber of comments.

Taki ng these coments, along with the NEMA
resolutions, the NEl white paper, the National REP
Conf erence suggestions, as well as all of the papers that
had conme in fromthe various REP Conferences held in their
regions, the Steering Commttee deliberated with all of
t hese comments and four principal concepts energed from
t hese papers and comments. They are the del egated state,
exercise streanmlining, partnership in the REP program and
the radi ol ogical aspects of REP. It's those concepts that
we will be going through in sone detail today and give you
al so an opportunity to pose questions on them

Now, you nmay have a question about who has been
conprising this Steering Commttee and is taking a | ook at
all of these comments. The Steering Commttee was chosen
very carefully to represent the full spectrum of REP
experience and to represent a full spectrum across the
nation, so that we get a cross section of experience.
Nucl ear Regul atory Conmmission is represented on the Steering
Comm ttee, both the Emergency Preparedness side, the
Response side, preparedness training in exercises, regional
managenent is represented on the commttee. The RAC Chairs,
t he Regi onal Assistance Conmttee Chairs, several RAC
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Chairs, as well as REP policy and REP training, and we al so
have a technical advisor from FEMA, the Program O fice, and
a | egal technical advisor.

|"d like to take this opportunity to nention our
RAC Chairs for this territory. Dan MEl hinney from Regi on |
could not be with us today because of another conmm tnent,
but we do have Stan McIntosh of Region I, Janet Lanb,
Region |1l and Larry Robertson of Region IV, so if you'd
just take a nmonent and stand in place, we're very pl eased
that our RAC Chairs could be wwth us at this territorial
meet i ng.

We had the comments in hand, the papers in hand,
and in January of 1997, the strategic review actually began
the deliberations and | ooking at all the comments. Also, in
January of 1997, another activity was initiated by FEMA, and
that was a RACAC, or Regional Assistance Commttee Chairs
Advi sory Commttee. The RAC s had been in existence for a
nunber of years, but the chairs really did not have a forum
to cone together and di scuss consistency across regi ons or
di scuss various issues.

So, in January of 1997, the RACAC was chartered.
In July of 1997, the RACAC reviewed the concept papers that
had been devel oped by the Steering Conmttee. This was
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actually the first full review of the concept papers. Then,
in Septenber of 1997, the concept papers were taken to the
Gover nnent St akehol ders Meeting, which was held in Kansas
Cty, and I think a nunber of you in the roomtoday nay have
been desi gnated Governnent Stakehol ders and attended that
meet i ng.

I n Novenber of 1997, we took the concept papers to
our federal sister agencies at what we call the Federal
Forum held in Dallas and this nonth in Decenber, we are
havi ng our At-Large public neetings. That's where the
concept papers today are presented to anyone who has an
interest in them

In January, we hope to have what we call our FEMA
St akehol ders Meeting and that is all of the program
representatives, all of our program people, both in
headquarters and the regions, attend a neeting to review the
concept papers.

Where do we go fromtoday? W give you an
opportunity to review the concept papers, to ask questions,
to make your statenents and then the Steering Commttee wll
consider all of those. | would nention at this point that
the proceedings fromtoday will be recorded and all of those
comments will be posted on the REP hone page.

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888



15
Taking all of those into consideration, the
Steering Commttee plans to submt proposed recommendati ons
to the FEMA director in March. Those recomrendati ons or any
changes to those recommendations will be published in The

Federal Register. There will be a comment period. W plan

to have as long as possible. W probably will not be able
to do 120 days, but it wll be a significant conment period
and then in June, we plan to make actual program
recommendations to the FEMA director and after that, of
course, with the inplenentation by the FEMA regions and
headquarters.

That concludes the overview briefing. 1'd like to
i ntroduce now M. Rick Auman, who will take us through the
rest of the agenda. Rick is with Human Technol ogi es, |nc.
and will be acting as our facilitator for today's neeting.
Ri ck?

MR. AUMAN. Good nmorning. |'Il be the noderator
for today's neeting. 1'd like to spend just a couple of
m nutes tal king about the format for today's neeting and
sonme ground rules for that neeting.

This norning, as you can tell from your agenda,
you'll see we're going to present each of the four concept
papers in the order listed on your agenda there. W would
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ask that during these presentations, you hold questions
until the end of the presentation, because there wll be
time to ask any questions you have about the particul ar
concept paper at the end of each period. So, if you would
hol d your questions and then afterwards, we'll ask you to
come down and ask any questions you m ght have.

| f you do have any questions about the particular
concept paper that's been presented, we'd ask you to cone to
one of the two m crophones down at the front here. Please
preface your comments with your nane and your affiliation.
That's for the sake of our reporter, who is sitting
surreptitiously in the back over here, taking everything

down, but please preface with that and then ask your

guestions about that particular concept paper. |If there are
peopl e at both m crophones, I'lIl just indicate which
m crophone we'll take the question from

Qur schedule calls for us to begin prepared
coments in response to the concept papers at 1:30 this
afternoon. If we nove right along and tinme permts, we'll
start those comments earlier, if that is possible, but if
we're on schedul e at 1:30, please just cone down to the
m crophones and we'll have panelists up here to respond to
anything that you'd like responses to and we'll take your
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comrents at that tine, as well.

We woul d ask that each individual limt your
comments to five mnutes. | wll give you a one m nute mark
when you have one mnute left. | would ask at that point

you sunmari ze your conmments and then allow for the next
person to cone down and offer their coments, as well.

There will probably be sufficient opportunity for
you to cone back and offer nore comments, if you would |ike,
and we would certainly appreciate that, but we would like to
get through everybody's comments first, before we start
taking others, as well.

We do have two mi crophones down in front. They
are both on. W'IIl alternate fromside to side, so it
doesn't matter which m crophone you go to. W'Il just go
fromone to the other as we work our way through there. |If
it takes that long, we'll take our last comment at 3:55 this
afternoon and we'll end the neeting at 4 ppm |If we're done
before that, then so be it, we're done before that.

Unl ess there are any questions about our format
today, or the ground rules, we'll get started. Ckay.

The first paper that will be presented this
nmorning is the partnership paper and that will be presented
by Sharon Stoffel and Mary Lynne Ml er.
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M5. MLLER Good norning. My nane is Mary Lynne
Mller. I'"'mwth FEMA Region IV in Atlanta, CGeorgia. On
the panel with ne today Stanley MI N osh from FEMA Regi on |
in New York is nmy very able slide flipper and Sharon Stoffel
fromFEMA Region | in Boston wll join ne, as well.

Anne, | think, gave you a very good overview as
far as the role of the commttee and basically how we
approached trying to formup the basic ideas we were given
by all of you into concept papers. As we started going
through this, it becane very clear that a lot of the issues
centered on a change of environnment in ternms of partnership
bet ween the various players in the REP program So, we're
presenting this paper to you first, in that it basically
overarches the other concept papers in both thene and
cont ent.

| guess the basic issue and just to put it in a
very short description is, should the role traditionally
assunmed by FEMA be nodified fromprincipally that as an
eval uator of state and local ability to inplenent energency
response plans to one nore defined as a partnership in a
broader context, and to include nore open conmunication in
that relationship.

Towards that end, as we were kind of bringing
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t hi ngs together, things seenmed to group into four basic
areas and so we'll present the paper to you in those four
basic topic areas this nmorning. | wll present the first
two sections, those being performance and policy. M
col | eague, Sharon Stoffel, will present the final two
topi cs, technical assistance and federal exercise
partici pation.

| really nmust point out that each of these
particul ar conponents of the partnership paper are rather
i ndependent and therefore, all of them should be | ooked at
sonewhat separately, although there is certainly a common
theme. Any of them could be adopted either with or w thout
the others, so it's not a package deal. |If you could kind
of |l ook at those independently as you form your opinions on
t hem

| think I'"'mcomng down with a cold fromthis
schedule. Beginning first with the performance section,
many conmmentors proposed that federal, state, |ocal and
tribal governnment entities all have the sanme goal of
protecting health and safety of the public. So, many
comments received focused on providing nore flexibility to
state and | ocal governnments and generally reducing federal
oversight, given that comon goal
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Many comrentors relayed that this type of changed
envi ronnent and enpower nent seened to be particularly
applicable to REP in ternms of where the programis, in terns
of its evolution. A couple of factors played into that.

First, over the years, the REP program has
devel oped an excellent definition of the capability that a
state, local and tribal governnment nust possess in order to
protect the public. So, that definition of capability is
fairly well defined. Over these sane years, | guess the
second factor is the maturity that the program has achi eved
and the | evel of experience that has been gained by those
entities and the record of performance. |In terns of
performng those roles, it was felt that these warrant a
hi gher degree of control over actual program execution,
gi ven the experience of the program

Therefore, | think Anne gave you a good outline of
t he Governnment Performance Results Act and where it plays
into the federal governnent at this point. That was
recomended as a nodel in ternms of a process that could be
used in ternms of a specific strategic planning nodel for
REP. This rather busy slide, going fromthe third bullet
down, defines what could e | ooked at as a strategic planning
process for REP, if that was undertaken. | won't bore you.
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| know nost of you are famliar with strategic planning in

terms of detail ed concept, but basically, of course, it
i nvol ves setting goals that support the m ssion, and
generally those are done at a fairly global |evel, probably
on a national level. Then noving to results focused
obj ectives and generally perfornmance neasures are at that
level as well, to give a better definition of when you' ve
actual |y achi eved what you want to.

Then, nmoving fromthere to the outconme |evel
where you're actually in a state or |ocal unique fashion
choosi ng how to acconplish those. |In other words, the upper
level is fairly well defined, but as you nove into the
outcone level, that's where there's flexibility of state and
| ocal governnents to achieve outcones in different ways,
dependi ng on what the situation is. So, that's where the
flexibility could conme in.

At the bottomof the slide for those of you who
are not aware of it, on ny right and your left is PPA which
are Performance Partnership Agreenents. These are the
strategi c planning agreenents that FEMA has with the various
state governnents in a non-disaster context. They are a
strategi c planning docunent. They are not a funding
docunent. They're executed with the governor, generally, of
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each state. | guess | should clarify one question that has
come up in terns of REP funding. O course, now the funding
goes directly fromutilities to state and | ocal governnents.

Thi s paper does not recomrend a change in that funding
process for it to conme through FEMA. The PPA aspect is a
strategi c planning docunent, not a fundi ng docunent.

But, basically, the paper points out that the use
of the PPA, in fact, many states do it already in order to
get a nore holistic ook at their response capability, but
that's not really the critical path. The question is, from
a strategic planning docunent, that would be one way to
approach it. But, | guess our question to you is, is that
necessary for the REP programat this point, or is the
program wel | defined enough at this point to nove forward
wi t hout kind of going back to a goal setting process?

The second section, this reads B, and |'m sure
you' ve all read these papers very carefully, there is
actually a Section B in the paper that reads evaluation. W
had i ncl uded an eval uati on conponent in this paper, because
there were a lot of partnership thenmes that enmerged with
that. But, it seemed as we worked through the stakehol der
process, we were maki ng peopl e repeat thensel ves, because
there is an exercise streamining paper, as well.
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So, we consolidated that piece of partnership into
the ot her papers. So, actually, the policy reads Cin the
docunent, but the text has been renoved.

Basically, the policy section in the paper focuses
on the need for greater stakeholder involvenent in the
devel opnent of ongoing policy. W're noving towards that, |
think, as you see fromthe formtoday and from ot her
activities that have happened in the recent past and
general ly, the nmethods recommended for those were workshops
and conferences anong ot her neans of getting better input
into policy, rather than having it just rolled out in that
i near planning nodel that Anne descri bed.

Many of the comentors conplinented on the SERF
format, Standard Eval uati on Report Fornmat devel opnent used
in Kansas City and the comments that we received to date on
this process, as the stakehol der invol venent and strategic
revi ew have been generally favorable on that increased
partici pation.

You know, | think the advantages are fairly
straightforward. You obviously get increased ownership if
you' re part of the process, inproved consistency because
there's nore input, and certainly that's an advantage in a
| ot of respects. | think we have to recognize that
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consi stency is good, but there's al so needed differences.
But, it gives you nore of a global input into policy, and
obvi ously, broader access to technical expertise, because
there's a lot of expertise out there and we would be rem ss
in not |ooking at that in devel opi ng policy.

It should be recognized, however, that it does
take, it's a nore lengthy process to include nore
st akehol der input. W' ve certainly seen that with this
process that the commttee has been involved in, but
certainly you're getting a better product at the end, if you
go through that process, but it nust be recognized that it
doesn't happen as quickly if you broaden it out, but
certainly nore positive.

Those are the first two sections. [|'ll now turn
it over to Sharon, who cover the second two and then we'd be
glad to take your questions.

M5. STOFFEL: Thank you, Mary. Good norni ng.

"1l be speaking with you about technical assistance, the
third portion of the paper and | think that 1'd like to
clarify our use of the words technical assistance. The
context in which we're using it in a concept paper is a
br oader context than purely radiol ogi cal assistance. It
woul d al so extend to programmati c and pl anni ng assi st ance.
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The comrents were provided suggesting that FEMVA
shift its enphasis froma role of prescriptive evaluation to
one of a technical assistance provider to states, tri bal
nations and | ocal governments. This would further the
partnership relationship. It would put FEMA in the role of
facilitator-educator, rather than evaluator, and hopefully
in the long run, customer service would be inproved as a
resul t.

The exanpl es of technical assistance that are
provided in the paper are indicated on the overhead. The
first two areas, plan inprovenent and training assistance,
woul d have FEMA playing a greater role in providing
assi stance with energency preparedness plans and with
training, with the states, |ocal governnents and triba
nati ons.

FEMA woul d continue or expand its role in courtesy
evaluations. Oten during rehearsals, we have the
opportunity to provide feedback while the players are
participating in a rehearsal, and this has been felt to be
very beneficial. So, the expansion of that was recommended
as a possi ble way to enhance technical assistance.

Radi ol ogi cal nonitoring. FEMA could work with
ot her federal agencies to identify key radi ol ogi cal
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nmoni toring and assessnent capabilities, determ ne where nore
effort is needed and work to acconplish that effort. Use of
the I nternet was suggested and the specific recomrendati on
there was to establish a web site for technical assistance.

Enphasi s on corrective actions versus grading is noted in
the paper. It would allow us to correct issues during
drills or during exercises, rather than having a final grade
be the ultimate outconme of the exercise effort. It's felt
that that would greatly inprove the | earning experience
during the exercise or drill.

FEMA could take a nore active role with our
partners in the Enmergency Alert System Simlarly, with
speci al needs data assistance, FEMA could assist in
obtai ning the data and working through sone of the Privacy
Act issues that are invol ved.

O her areas specifically that were noted included
conduct of technical assistance conferences and nore on site
visits.

The | ast area for the paper has to do with Federal
Exercise Participation. |f there were nore extensive
federal agency participation in exercises, it would give our
partners inproved know edge of federal plans and federal
resources that would be brought to bear, should an incident
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occur. It would afford us the opportunity to exercise the
rel ati onshi p between the Federal Radi ol ogi cal Energency
Response Pl an and the Federal Response Pl an.

An inportant consideration in increasing federal
exercise participation is a commtnent of resources that
woul d be necessary to permt federal agencies to participate
at a greater level and that would require a great deal of
attention. But, this is the last of the four areas of the
partnership paper. Thank you.

MR. AUMAN. Thanks, Sharon. kay, Sharon, Mary
Lynne and Stanley are ready for questions, if you have any.

If there are no questions, then the second paper
w |l be presented. Thank you all. The second paper wll be
on the radiological focus. That will be presented by Fal k
Kantor, Tom Essig, Bill MNMNutt and Marcus Wche.

MR. KANTOR  Thanks, Rick. Good norning. M nane
is Falk Kantor. |I'mwth the Nucl ear Regul atory Comm ssion
and I'ma nenber of the Strategic Review Steering Commttee.

"1l be assisted this norning in the presentation of the
paper on radi ol ogical focus by Tom Essig of the NRC and Bil
McNutt of FEMA and al so Marcus Wche of FEMNA

If we | ook back a little bit at where we were and

see how we got to where we are today as far as energency
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pl anni ng, there was sonme gui dance issued in the md-70's,
NUREG 75/ 111 -- sonebody m ght be famliar wwth it -- which
proposed or reconmmended that energency plans shoul d be
devel oped at a state level. There should be a general state
energency plan and then a Radi ol ogi cal Energency Response
Pl an, a RERP shoul d be devel oped, with supporting operating
pr ocedur es.

That approach was reinforced in the Revised
Enmer gency Pl anni ng Regul ations issued shortly after Three
Ml e Island, which again enphasized a stand al one
radi ol ogi cal energency response plan supported by
i npl ementi ng procedures.

But, over the years, especially as the energency
managenent agencies matured in other areas, there's been a
movenent towards an all hazards approach to energency
planning. 1In fact, if you |look at FEMA's current m ssion
statenent and goals, one of the goals is to establish, in
concert with FEMA's partners, a national energency
managenent systemthat is conprehensive, risk based and al
hazards i n approach.

In response to The Federal Register notice, we did

get quite a few comments recommendi ng that REP be included

in the all hazards approach to energency planning. As we
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began to exam ne that closer, it becane apparent that the
inclusion of REP in the all hazards approach to energency
pl anning, a related issue was identified and suggested by
sone of the coments concerning whether the efforts of state
and | ocal governnents, as well as FEMA, should be focused on
those activities and REP uni que to radiol ogi cal energencies
and | ess on the non-radiol ogi cal aspects conmon to al
ener genci es.

So, that really is the issue in this paper here.
So, the commttee began by | ooking at the background. W
reviewed the planning standards in 0654 and the regul ations,
evaluation criteria, NUREG 0654. W exan ned the energency
pl an obj ectives and points of reviewin REP 14 and 15 and
al so exam ned the regulatory basis for REP to determne if
there are any inpedinents to noving in this direction, and
al so took a very prelimnary view of perhaps what changes in
gui dance m ght be necessary if we did nove in this
di rection.

W wanted to be cognizant of and be rem nded of
that under the current program all energency planning
standards nust be met and the resulting program nust
continue to provide reasonabl e assurance. However, how this
woul d be acconplished may differ fromwhat is already in
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pl ace.

In looking at the all hazards approach, we were
aware and revi ewed sone of the state plans. Sone of the
states have noved quite a bit in this direction in their
pl anni ng. Some states, not quite as far. But, in Kansas
Cty, we got pretty good feedback fromthe state and | ocal
representatives about how they have incorporated REP to a
certain extent in their all hazards planning. In fact, FEVA
has issued a guide on this, State and Local Cuide 101, that
was issued in 1996. The format suggested there is a basic
pl an, an energency operations plan, with functional annexes
for each of the core functions of energency response, such
as direction and control, comrunications and so forth.

Then, hazard specific appendi ces, such as a
nucl ear power plant accident. That's the format suggested
in the FEMA guide. It's not a requirenent, it's just a
recommendat i on.

In our review of the planning standards in 0654,
it soon becane apparent that they really don't |end
t hensel ves to dividing theminto radiol ogi cal and non-
radi ol ogi cal aspects. It becane apparent it was nore useful
to look at the exercise objectives in FEMA REP 14, the
denonstration criteria, and under that, the points of
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revi ew

We took, you mght say, a first cut at these
denonstration objectives and you'll find sone overlap here
with the paper that will be given later on in exercise
stream ining, but we identified a couple small anounts that
coul d be consi dered non-radiol ogical in approach. Even
these are argunentative, and there was another | arger group
of objectives that could be considered to be all hazards,
but contai ned radi ol ogi cal conponents. You can see these
listed here on this view graph.

The final category was a |list of objectives that
appeared to be primarily radiological in nature. Again, you
can see sone of these objectives here listed on the view
gr aph.

State and | ocal governnents have been
denonstrating the ability to neet these objectives in
exercises and they're confortable in that approach. So, the
gquestion is, is it practical to separate the objectives
denonstration criteria and points of review that are
consi dered radiological, and if so, which ones? However,
enphasi zi ng the radi ol ogi cal aspects of REP does not
elimnate the non-radiol ogi cal aspects fromconcern. The
non-radi ol ogi cal aspects activities would still need to be
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verified as adequate, even if denonstrated in an all hazard
f ramewor k.

As an exanple, sonme of the objectives we | ooked at
-- comuni cations, for exanple -- it appears to be generic
in function -- all energency responses require
communi cations to a certain extent or degree, but if you
| ook at this one closer, there is a radiological aspect to
it. Emergency response facilities need to communicate to
other facilities and to field nonitoring teans, protective
action decisions for radiological releases need to be
formul ated and issued. So, there is a radiol ogical
conponent to the comruni cations objective.

| f you even | ook at the one on staffing, that one
is quite often given as an exanple of sonething that is non-
radi ol ogical in nature, because every energency, you're
required to staff in response. But, under the guidance in
REP 14, | think it's every six years, the incom ng shift
needs to be briefed on the radiological aspects of the
events. So, even that staffing objective has a radiol ogical
conponent to it.

Next, if you |look at the concept of an integrated
exerci se as described in NRC and FEMA regul ations, the
integrated exercise truly is an integrated exercise. The
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best energency pl anni ng, best energency response, i s when
all parties are involved. The lIicensee and state and | ocal
organi zations that are involved in the energency plan
toget her need to denonstrate their capability. The
regul ations also tal k about denonstrating the major
observabl e portions of the on site, off site enmergency
pl ans, and of course, the regulations require that an
exerci se be conducted on a biennial, once every two year,
basi s.

So, in order to conduct a truly integrated
exercise, it's necessary to include sone of these generic,
non-radi ol ogi cal aspects. The so-called glue of an
ener gency response, energency exercise, is found in these
non-radi ol ogi cal activities. So, it may be difficult to
separate those out.

However, we have devel oped a possible alternative
approach that would allow FEMA to reach its reasonabl e
assurance finding and Tom Essig is going to go over that
approach with you now.

MR. ESSIG First, we have a flow chart which
depicts the possible alternatives. On the left, we have,
and 1'lIl go into each of these points in a little bit nore
detail, but | just wanted to show you up front conceptually
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what we're tal ki ng about.

We have discrete drills which, of course, we do
now, readi ness appraisals, which sounds |ike a new concept,
but really enbraces a | ot of existing nmethodol ogy, exercise
credit, referring to credit given for real events, that type
of thing, and then expanded use of the annual letter
certification. These would feed across the page to the
right into a full participation exercise. That is, they
woul d be done separately, but at sonme point, ful
participation exercise, perhaps a | ess frequent exercise,
all of which would then feed over to the right to be part of
the overall adequacy finding of reasonabl e assurance.

In terns of discrete drills, as | said, this is
sonething that we do currently and that we have field
nmonitoring teans can denonstrate expertise separately and
apart froma full scale exercise. Enmergency workers
denonstrating the use of dosinetry. People with directiona
responsi bilities can show that they understand the technical
information. That can be done separately and apart fromthe
maj or or the full scale exercise and the other, the discrete
drills, the enmergency nedical and that's often done
currently as a discrete effort. Then, health physics drills
woul d be the other one that we had identified as possibly a
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di screte activity.

| nmentioned earlier about readi ness appraisals.
We've used it in quotes there, because it is sonmewhat of a
new termin a REP context, but it really consists of what
you see there below, which is wal k-throughs, which are done
to sone extent, already. |Inspections, although not on the
FEMA side of the house, so nuch, but certainly on the NRC
side of the house, where we're quite famliar with
i nspections. Inventory and roster reviews, audits of
resources and verifying that the information listed in the
letters of agreenent is current. Al those could form
activities which we're calling a readi ness appraisal.

Q her possible alternative approaches, we could
have the non-radiol ogical objectives that Fal k was
mentioning earlier, could be denonstrated in all hazards
exercises, wth results then coordinated with the REP
eval uation. Then, as was nentioned al so, expanding the
exercise credit for real energencies or for the non-
radi ol ogi cal response activities.

Then, the state assessnent of plans for fairness
could be reported in an expanded annual |etter of
certification. That would conprise the other alternative
approach. In doing this, of course, we realize that
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focusing on the radiological aspects of REP nay require
changes in the current REP program such as a change in the
conduct and frequency of the full scal e exercise.

|"d like to conclude this part of the presentation
with some issues to ponder. First, can FEMA nake its
adequacy findings based on drills and other preparedness
activities conbine with less frequent full scale
participative exercises, and if so, how? Can the focus on
t he radi ol ogi cal aspects of REP be nade w thout affecting
t he exercise process? Lastly, how and with what frequency
does one make judgenents on reasonabl e assurance under these
alternatives that we're tal king about here? Wuld nore
focus on radiol ogical functions and | ess focus on generic
functions fragment a coordi nated response? That is, would
it be able to pull itself together w thout the glue that
Fal k mentioned earlier? Does the enphasis on the
radi ol ogi cal aspects of REP and | ess on the generic aspects

merit further consideration? That concludes our part of the

presentation, except that Bill MNMNutt has a few comments to
of fer.

MR. MC NUTT: -- which had already been nentioned
is not new, except for the direction and control. That

woul d be a new concept in the discrete drills. The
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readi ness assessnents, wal k throughs, review of rosters and
letters of agreenent. FEMA has a docunent called the
Capabilities Assessnent for Readi ness, which could assi st
state and | ocal governnent in doing readi ness assessnent.

To these two activities, you add the expanded credit for
perform ng non-radi ol ogical exercises or drills, responding
to a real energency, and then you add the use of the annual
letter of certification, where state governnments perform
annual periodic requirenents which are required under our
current guidance, and just submt a letter to the region
that these activities have been conpl et ed.

So, you tie these all together in a package and
then you step back and say, well, what have we acconpli shed?
Per haps we haven't acconplished nmuch unl ess we | ook at the

exerci se frequency, now biennial, and we m ght say, well,
let's give sonme relaxation and nake it a once every three or
per haps once every four years. O course, that woul d be
tied in how frequently does FEMA have to nake judgenents on
t he adequacy of plans and preparedness, in order to provide
a reasonabl e assurance.

This is the essence of the concept and | think it
provi des a | essening of the evaluator intensity. |If you
have any questions, please feel free to --
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MR. AUMAN:  Any questions? Yes?

MR. NELSON: Alan Nelson fromNElI. | was
wondering, for a clarification in point, have you devel oped
a matrix or an analysis of which of the points that you put
on wll affect the regul ations, which neans, does this
regul ati on change as we ook at it and have people coment,
or do any of these changes have the force and effect that
woul d take further | ooking at?

This comment, for clarification, really applies to
all the concepts. How does it affect the |legal, how does it
af fect the guidance and what changes need to be made? That
way, the matrix woul d understand the actual changes.

MR, MC NUTT: Well, any change to the exercise
frequency would require a regul atory procedure.

MR. KANTOR  Yes, that would be a required change
in the regulations, but as far as the exercise objectives,
that sort of thing, we really haven't done a matrix, but
that woul d not involve a change in regulations. That would
be a change in gui dance, correct.

MR. NELSON: What | think Bill and Fal k are saying
is that if you decide on a program where both sides, state
and | ocal, have done an exenplary performance and now t hey
coul d exercise every third year, then that would create a
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rul e change, require a rul e change?

MR. KANTOR | f we change the frequency of the
exercise, yes, that would require a rul e change.

MR. NELSON: How about any of the other objectives
that you' re looking at, | nean, as far as how does that
af fect 5047? How does that affect Appendix E? How would it
affect any of the 10 CFR, you know, 44,350? Wuld that have
any inpact on any of these recommendations? |'mtalking
about a broader matrix that | ooks at everyone of those
points made in determ ning at the outset what cause and
effect it m ght have on the regul ations and the gui dance
activities? It just seens |like that needs to be packaged
sonmehow.

MR, KANTOR Well, eventually, we would have to,
yes, take a close | ook at what the inpact would be. But, at
this point, we've already | ooked, as we have indi cated.
al so would nention, as | nentioned earlier, several states
have noved in the direction of all hazards planni ng and
they' ve included REP in there, and they've been able to
acconplish that under the regulatory franmework we have
t oday.

MR MC NUTT: Well, A, in ternms of the 44 CFR 350
approval s, the regul ations don't prescri be how FEMA nakes
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t hese judgenents on the adequacy of planned preparedness.
We have, you know, over the years established this
mechanism so if we could change it, we would obviously

change it to The Federal Regi ster notices and ot her neetings

of our stakehol ders.

MR. KANTOR  And, also, conceivably, it could
af fect the nmenorandum of understandi ng bet ween NRC and FEMA,
too. That's another thing.

MR. NELSON: That's an absolute point. So, for
t hi nki ng, though, once you have devel oped your final thought
process, taking all these comments, that analysis would need
to be | ooked at, cause and effect of regulations, in
devel oping long termpolicy and limtation. The reason
ask for that qualification up front is, when you | ook at
this in a broad sense, there are a |ot of things, |ike you
said, could be inplenented on a regional basis wthout the
| ong, protracted redevel opnment of guides, reopening, you
know, rules and regul ations. There are a great deal of
efficiencies that could be put in place w thout nodifying
the rules and regulations, and that's why | think the matrix
is truly needed. Because, in the short, there should be
short termgoals of inplenentation, as well as long term

MR ESSIG Yes, | think you made a good point,
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Alan. | would just add that the conmttee for not only this
concept paper but for all the others, is open to proposing
changes to either FEMA's rules or NRC rules, if the changes
that were to be inplenented need to be done in that fashion,
SO we're open to that as a possibility.

MR. AUMAN:  Any other questions? If not, |'1lI
t hank our panelists.

Qur third concept paper is on exercise
streamining and wll be presented by Janet Lanb, Bob
Bi ssell and Wodie Curtis.

M5. LAMB: Good norning, everyone. |'mJanet Lanb
from FEMA Region Il in Philadelphia. | have with ne Wodie
Curtis fromRegion V in Chicago and Bob Bissell from Region
VIl in Kansas City.

| would Iike to say that in regards to Alan's
coments, that none of these concepts have reached the stage
wher e deci si ons have been nmade as to what is going to be
i npl enented, and it has al ways been a part of our plan that
we wll ook in depth at all the regul ations, once decisions
are made. We're still gathering your comments at this tine.

As far as the exercise streanmining paper is
concerned, it was pretty evident fromthe beginning that out
of all the comments, 81 involved directly exercises and the
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exerci se evaluation process. During our deliberations, we
separated all of these exercise issues into various
groupi ngs, and canme up with a basic eight areas that we
could look at as a neans to continue to provide reasonabl e
assurance, but neet your needs to | ook at a nore streamined
exerci se process.

The ei ght groupings that we cane up with, Bob is
going to discuss with you in a mnute, and they involve
things |ike expanding the credit policy, focusing on results
oriented eval uation process and, as an attenpt to provide
you with a sanple of what an evaluation tool would | ook
i ke, we have cone up with a sanple and attached it to our
exerci se streanlining paper

That is not the only way we could | ook at exercise
eval uation, but it is one tool that could be used. So, to
get on with it, Bob will discuss the eight areas that we
feel could be used to affirmthat reasonabl e assurance to
protect the health and safety of our citizens does indeed
exist. | hope to see all of you on Monday at our three
regi on schedul i ng neeti ng.

MR. BI SSELL: Thanks, Janet. As Janet has
i ndicated, we did consolidate all the comments down to eight
separ ate approaches to streanline the exercise eval uation
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process. Sone of the concepts that 1'll address today, this
nor ni ng, you've heard in the previous papers in alittle
nmore detail, but since they did relate, we have incl uded
themin the exercise evaluation streamnlining process.

The first approach is the Results Oiented
Exerci se Evaluation Process. Currently, the exercise
eval uation process consists of 33 objectives which were
introduced in Septenber of 1991. These are a sizeable
nunber of points of review, which nust be successfully
denonstrated to neet the requirenents of each objective.
This process is very structured, as you all know, and | eaves
very little latitude for the eval uator.

The proposal is what we have terned the Results
Oiented Exercise Evaluation Process. It has a reduced
nunber of objectives. The checklist format is gone and the
obj ectives are nmuch nore broad in nature. This allows the
pl ayers to conplete an activity without follow ng a specific
checkl i st.

For exanple, if an enmergency response deci sion was
made to performa certain energency response function and
t hat decision did not necessarily follow the plans as far as
responsibilities and procedures, it would not be an exercise
i ssue. Players would have much nore |atitude to reach the
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desired outconme. Evaluators would concentrate on the
out cone of the exercise participation and not the neans to
conplete the task

The second approach was an increased focus on the
radi ol ogi cal aspects of REP, which was discussed in quite a
bit of detail earlier. Evaluators should concentrate nore
on the radiol ogical objectives and | ess on the non-
radi ol ogi cal objectives. Those non-radiol ogi cal objectives
coul d be denonstrated and/ or observed by other neans, such
as credit for real events, other non-REP exercises and
t hrough staff assistance visits.

As you know, sone of the objectives and points of
review do focus on response procedures and capabilities
whi ch apply to any type of energencies such as fires,
fl oodi ng, tornadoes and other natural and technol ogi cal
hazar ds.

In addition, these objectives are routinely
conducted by energency respondents during various non- REP
di saster exercises, such as hazardous material exercises,
chem cal stockpile and energency preparedness exercises and
ot her natural disaster exercises. Credit could be granted
for these actual responses and the exercise activities.
Staff assistance visits could be conducted by FEMA to verify
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or observe these efforts.

The third approach is a consolidation of |ike
objectives. Simlarities between objectives and repeated
exerci se eval uations provide evidence that severa
obj ectives can be conbi ned without adversely affecting the
eval uation process. This would elimnate the redundancy and
the points of review and shorten the eval uati on process.
This woul d possibly reduce the nunber of evaluators and the
cost of the exercise, and we have included just sonme of the
obj ectives which we felt could be conbined for this process.

The fourth approach was to update the REP policy
and gui dance. The commentors felt that FEMA has done a poor
job in updating REP policy and guidance to reflect the
changes in the program Sone exanpl es would be the change
to the Energency Alert System and the issuance of the new
EPA 400 Manual of Protective Action CGuides. Commentors were
al so concerned about the manual itself. They felt it should
be designed to be user friendly, and to be easily updated
w th page inserts.

In sunmary, our goal would be to create a system
whi ch coul d qui ckly adapt changes in the program and design
an exerci se manual which can be easily updated.

The fifth approach is the changes to the frequency
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of objective denonstration. There was a |lot of concern here
with the types of objectives and the frequency that we
required themto be denonstrated. One of the suggestions
i ncluded starting the exercise at the post-energency phase
and elimnating the energency phase. Most of the commentors
felt that we put too much enphasis on the energency phase
and we' ve exercised that portion of it to death. They would
at least like to have the option wthin that six year cycle
to forego that pre-energency phase, energency phase, and
concentrate on other objectives, such as the six year
obj ective, recovery and ingestion.

Anot her suggestion was to reduce the frequency of
sonme of the drills and probably the nost prom nent
suggestion was to reduce the nedical drills to a tw year
eval uation instead of the current yearly eval uation.

More frequent denonstration, there were a | ot of
coments indicating that the states and | ocals woul d at
| east like to have the option of denonstrating sone of those
i ngestion recovery objectives nore often that what is
currently all owed.

The last itemon the slide dealt with the federa
agency participation. The comentors felt that the federal
agency shoul d participate nore frequently, especially during
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t he ingestion exercises. Mst felt they needed to know nore
about the federal roles and responsibilities as they relate
to the Federal Radi ol ogi cal Enmergency Response Pl an.

The sixth approach was the out of sequence
denonstrations. W currently do that now, but the
commentors had indicated a desire to greatly increase that
policy. They would Iike to see out of sequence
denonstrations included for such things as nursing hones,
correctional centers, radiological |aboratories, ingestion
field teans, traffic and access control, dose cal cul ati ons,
nmoni toring and decontam nation facilities, just to nention a
few.

They al so indicated that they would like to
possi bly denonstrate the ingestion portion of an exercise
out of sequence of the plune portion, possibly even
denonstrate the ingestion objectives during the off year.

Anot her concern identified, and we | unped,
included it under this approach, was the concern that FEMA
does not do a very good job in providing feedback to the
pl ayers during the exercise evaluation process. They would
like to see nore imedi ate and nore feedback to the players
i medi ately foll owm ng and exercise or a drill. They would
like us to provide nore information, both the positives and
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t he negatives, and possible solutions.

Anot her item or another recommendation that was
made was issue correction, and that was al so di scussed a
l[ittle bit earlier. The suggestion was nmade that exercise
i ssues be immedi ately corrected, as identified during the
exercise. For exanple, if the nonitoring procedures were
deened to be inappropriate, the evaluator, possibly in
conjunction with the state radiol ogical officer, could
provi de sone on the spot training to that individual and
redenonstrate that objective right there. The issue could
be shown as an area requiring corrective action in the
exercise report, but it would also indicate that it was
corrected and no further action would be required.

Currently, issues as you know are now corrected
for redenonstration up to two years later. A positive and
nor e nmeani ngful experience would result when questionabl e
performance was identified and was i nmedi ately corrected
i nstead of delaying a denonstration to a |later date. O
course, this wouldn't work with all objectives. Possibly,
this would work best with the out of sequence
denonstrati ons.

The seventh approach is exercise credit.
Currently, there are only really two objectives per our
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gui dance that qualify for exercise credit, actual credit,
and that woul d be off hours unannounced exerci ses and
drills. However, | believe that nost regi ons have been
sonmewhat flexible on this and included other objectives.

The comentors would like to greatly expand this,
t hough. They would like to include objectives such as
nmobi lization, facilities and equi pnent, direction and
control, comunications, nedia information, runor control
just to nmention a few, to be included as options for
exercise credit.

The commentors also felt that FEMA shoul d devel op
a standard inplenentation guideline that clearly identified
the objectives that would qualify for exercise credit and
t he required docunentation that they needed to submt to
obtain that credit.

The | ast approach is sort of a consolidation of
sone of the previous itens we've discussed, plus a few
addi tional ones. The commentors have clearly indicated to
us that they were concerned that they wanted to have
alternative approaches in lieu of the formal eval uation
process for sonme of these objectives. One of the
alternatives could be staff assistance visits and FEMA coul d
conduct personal interviews with players during these staff
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assistant visits, training sessions and out of sequence
drills, for exanple, to verify credit for objectives
denonstrated during other activities, such as actual events
or during other exercises.

The out of sequence is another alternative.

Agai n, we woul d expand those objectives and those facilities
that could be conducted out of sequence. Credit for real
events, we've discussed that in sone detail. W would
expand t hose objectives and provide the criteria for those
obj ectives, to obtain that credit.

The annual letter of certification is another
alternative verification or the annual letter of
certification could be expanded to include such things as
nmoni t ori ng equi pnent, mai ntenance and cal i bration, personal
dosinetry operability and mai ntenance records, potassium
i odide requirenments, shelf life, comrunication drill results
and sel f-assessnent reports. These all could be done in
lieu of exercise eval uations.

Verification of the docunentation submtted in an
annual letter of certification could be acconplished by
staff assistance visits by FEMA

The last item last alternative, would be self-
assessnent, and basically, jurisdictions below the county

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888



51
| evel could performself-evaluations or assessnents of those
obj ectives they are responsi ble for and these denonstrations
coul d be docunented in the annual letter of certification as
mentioned earlier. Those are our eight approaches and
concl udes our presentation.

MR. AUMAN:  Any questions? Yes, please?

MR. NELSON: Al an Nelson, NEI. | had a couple of
questions for clarification. | don't really see these as
ei ght steps but nore of, you know, a process, in which one,
the RAC Chair could apply nany of these things. M real
clarification is, aren't a lot of these really inplenented
t oday, a nunber of these alternative approaches? | ask this
of you or any of the other RAC Chairs that are here. | was
just trying to get an idea of where the flexibility lies
right nowwith the RAC Chair to inplenent sonme of these
credit for real events, technical assistance, out of
sequence. |s that devel oped during the conductive drill, if
peopl e want to do things out of sequence and package them
differently than you normal |y woul d?

M5. LAMB: A lot of those approaches are being
done, depending on the region you're in, and the extent of
agreenents established during exercise planning. But, as
you are all aware, there is not necessarily consistency
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across the country in how these are inplenented, and that,
in fact, was one of the main reasons that we asked that the
RACAC or the Regional Assistance Conmttee Advisory Counci
be formed, so that we could work together to bring as mnuch
consi stency as possible in how these approaches or how t hese
i ssues that are already underway are being inpl enented
across the country.

We do think, though, that many of our concepts,
all of our concepts, should be used in a coordinated effort
to provide reasonabl e assurance with the exercise, with
exercise credit, with giving credit for non-radiol ogi cal
obj ectives out of sequence, and maybe during ot her
exerci ses, which now there are certain objectives that we
can give credit for. W feel that can be expanded.

But, we would say that it needs to be a
coordi nated approach in order to identify and be able to
provi de our regional directors with the assurance that the
heal th and safety of assistants would be protected.

MR BISSELL: | think the main thing is, we're
going to try to expand those options. Certainly, each RAC
Chair does have sone flexibility to do sonme things, but when
we tal k about exercise frequency and the certain objectives
or additional objectives to be allowed credit for
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denonstration during actual events, those are things that
are somewhat limted now and | think would just basically
give nmuch nore flexibility to the state and | ocals and al |l ow
them at | east a clear indication of what can qualify, what
can't qualify, what their options are now. They would know
those clearly up front instead of negotiating these things
and possibly getting it done in one region and not the
ot her .

MR. NELSON: Thank you, | appreciate that. 1'd
li ke to ask you anot her question about the ingestion pathway
exercises. Has the commttee thought about the negative
training that that may all ow people to pursue and think of?
VWhat I|'mtrying to clarify is, the worse case scenario,
nore frequently in the ingestion pathway, is really the
unrealistic type of exercise. If we were to exercise
realistic scenarios or realistic events, we mght be better
of f prepared for real energencies. | think you see that nore
in your all hazards type of exercise training.

" mjust wondering if expanding this into the
i ngestion pathway, | was wondering if you guys thought of
that as driving continual, unrealistic focuses?

MR, BISSELL: Well, that's possible. W were just
reacting fromthe comments and there were quite a few
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comments and interest in at least allowng the states to
have the option to denonstrate those objectives nore
frequently.

M5. LAMB: There are two definitions that we've
seen in the Steering Commttee for realistic denonstrations
and they're totally different. The ones for those involved
on site are conpletely different than those that involve
entities off site. Some of the conmments we received were
that they wished to play ingestion recovery re-entry return
obj ectives nmuch nore frequently, because they feel they' ve
done a pretty good job on the response stage.

As far as on site goes, they would like to be able
to solve the problens at the plant and end up w thout
protective actions or creating problens that go so far out
that we need to do the ingestion exercise. So, we're trying
to weigh all these different types of comments in our
eval uations, as well.

MR. BI SSELL: The scenarios and the exercise
obj ectives are, thenselves, separate topics that wll be
addressed and could be inproved, but | think the key word
here is at least giving the state and |locals the option of
doi ng these things.

MR. NELSON: The exercise as we see it today, or
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at least the licensee, is one of conpliance and you've
menti oned performance versus objectives. Now, couldn't the
off site do drills on their own, which are really outside
the scope of the conpliance exercise, you know, like in the
off year and things |like that, and could they ask FEVA to
cone in and evaluate it or take a look at it or provide
techni cal assistance? In a performance based process, one
woul d identify weaknesses and do drills, possibly, to
enhance training.

MR, BISSELL: That certainly is an option we've
di scussed.

MR. NELSON: Thank you.

MR. CURTIS: And, in sone parts of the country,
that's currently done.

MR. AUMAN.  Any ot her questions? Yes?

MR. RENTZ: Good norni ng.

M5. LAMB: Good norning, Bill.

MR. RENTZ: Bill Rentz, Virginia Power. To follow
up discussion in this point, you re making the point that
certain states and locals like to have the option of
denonstrating. They have the option of having the exercise
on any day they care to. | draw a distinction between
denonstrating and having sonet hing you perform eval uat ed.
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s there any consideration within the streamlining process
for, if you streanline the objectives down to radiologica
specific, for exanple, and that rules out say, a staffing
obj ective, bjective 30, if the state wanted FEMA to cone in
and eval uate Qbjective 30, even though it wasn't required,
woul d FEMA have the option to do that? | would think the
answer woul d be, of course.

MS. LAMB. All of those options are open now.

MR. RENTZ: Well, those objectives are required
Now.

M5. LAMB: They're required, but we do sone of
t hose out of sequence. |In fact, we do them when the off
site locations are | ooking at doing their dry runs before an
exerci se, we've |ooked at sone of those objectives, Bill.

It is one of the concepts that can be expanded greatly.

MR. RENTZ: | guess I'mdrawing a distinction here
bet ween does everything that a state decides to denonstrate
need to be evaluated? |s there a distinction between
denonstration and eval uation?

MS. LAMB. One of the neans of continuing to have,
and this has been discussed with the Steering Commttee, a
coordi nated, integrated exercise, is for the state to go
ahead and actually respond to those objectives that are not
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radi ol ogical in nature, but they nmay not be eval uated.

MR CURTIS: In addition, as part of the state's
training effort, they ask FEMA to cone in and assist themin
t hat manner, to assure that when the exercises do cone
around, that they can perform

MR. RENTZ: Thank you.

MR. HARDEMAN: Jim Hardeman and |'m here
representing the Conference of Radiation Control Program
Directors today. | wanted to get at the exercise realism
and kind of hit on the results oriented or results based
approach here, because | think, Alan, there's alittle bit
of di chotony between what your desired outconme is and what
our desired outcone is.

The desired outcone, obviously, froma utility
standpoint is that you be able to effectively respond to the
incident wwth no release to the environnent, you mtigate
the incident properly and everything is over.

MR AUVAN. Can | --

MR. HARDEMAN: Qur desired result is that, should
they not be able to achieve their desired result, that we
have the capability that we can denonstrate to respond to
t he aftermath.

MR. AUMAN. |s there a question for the panel or
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just a conment?

MR. HARDEMAN: It's kind of a clarification point
here. |'ve heard you say and | just want to make sure that
|'"'m hearing it, we have the capability to include any
obj ective as frequently as we want to, or nore frequently
than is required, but right now, it's a noney issue, because
it requires additional evaluators, if we choose to have that
obj ecti ve eval uat ed.

Are you saying that we can denonstrate any
objective that we want to, as frequently as we want to, and
just not have an eval uator cone and evaluate that? |s that
what |' m hearing?

MR, BI SSELL: Again, it would be up to you. |If
the state elected to have the option to not performthe
ener gency phase exercise in the fourth year of the cycle and
just performa recovery and ingestion exercise, that would
be your option. W really don't have the answer to that
yet. It could be formally evaluated. It nmay not be. Until
we get all the comments together

| see what you're saying.

MR. HARDEMAN. That's where this flexibility that
we're asking for comes from W don't want to put the
utility into the position of negatively training their
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staff, nor do we want to negatively train ours, but we do
want to denonstrate, at |east on a regional or nationa
basi s, that should this happen, that we do have the
capability to respond.

MR, BISSELL: There were quite a few conments
indicating that they would |i ke to have FEMA provide
i nformal eval uations, so that would certainly, | think,
maybe tie in to where you' re headed with this.

MR. HARDEMAN:. Thank you.

MR. AUMAN. |s that all the questions? Thank you.

Qur | ast paper on delegated state wll be
presented by Steve Borth and Rosemary Hogan.

MR. BORTH. Good norning. |'m Steve Borth.
work with FEMA in the Training D vision up in the Energency
Managenment Institute. Assisting ne is Rosemary Hogan from
t he NRC.

" mgoing to discuss briefly this norning an
overvi ew of the del egated state paper and before getting
into the details, let ne just say about the nane of this,
the del egated state nanme is sonething that we've conme up
with for discussion purposes for this concept paper. The
del egated state concept, if you' ve had an opportunity to
read the paper, is proposing a different approach, a
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fundanental change to the programas it exists today, and
that, in a short statenent, is delegating the function of
eval uating exercises to state and | ocal governnents.

VWat we've done is attenpt to bring together many

of the thenmes fromthe comments at The Federal Regi ster

notice. Coments |like, "FEMA places too nuch enphasis on
one aspect of the program and that is eval uating
exercises." More partnership, nore flexibility is needed,
things like that. W've come up with this delegated state
concept, which we believe still allows FEMA to provide the
reasonabl e assurance findings to the NRC. It just changes
the manner in which that information is obtained.

This paper, as it is in existence now, does not
include a lot of the inplenentation details that woul d need
to be devel oped.

One thing that you need to know about this concept
is that the delegate state status is site specific and is
sought voluntarily by a state. |It's not sonething that's
granted automatically and it's not sonething that FEMA woul d
be just handing out to all sites. Three fifty approval for
the plans would be one of the requirenents for entry into
this del egated state status. It provides baseline, we
t hought, for this program and the program woul d increase
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the i nportance of the annual letter of certification. 1In
fact, it would then becone the primary oversight vehicle
that FEMA woul d use to determ ne the reasonabl e assurance
fi ndi ngs.

Again, one of the primary points of this is there
woul d be non-federal evaluation of drills and exercises and
foll owed up by what we call supplenental verification, if
necessary, and I'l|l discuss that a little bit later.

We've outlined a proposed reconmended application
process in the paper and that would require a letter from
t he governor or his or her designee that the state which
seeks this delegated site status. It would include
commtnments to foll ow 0654 requirenents. It would include a
description of the state's plan for eval uating exerci ses.

It would include the plan for correcting any issues which
wer e devel oped out of the exercise and it would al so, nobst
inportantly, include sonme kind of statenment, we think, that
coordi nati on has taken place between the state and | ocal s
and that everyone is in agreenment that this delegated state
status is sonething they desire.

Once again, the state and | ocals woul d conduct and
eval uate the exercises on their owm. The program woul d
include a lot of use of the annual letter of certification
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and a standard format would be required for all the
del egated states and this could include the information
that's already required in the guidance neno which tal ks
about the annual letter of certification. |It's called PR-1.

It would include the exercise report, any corrective

actions that have been taken, and FEMA woul d be pl aci ng nore
enphasis in this del egated state program one plan updates,
and | ooking at that side of things a little bit nore in
detail.

So, review of the annual letter of certification
from FEMA' s vi ewpoi nt becones very critical. It would, of
course, have to be transmtted as it is now, and FEVMA woul d
rate all the categories of information provided in the
letter of certification in one of three ways. Wether it's
accept abl e, acceptable with recomendati ons for inprovenent
or unacceptable. W'd be |looking at the total picture to
determ ne reasonabl e assurance or continuing reasonabl e
assurance.

After exam ning the ALC, one of three reasonable
assurance findings would be nmade and this is different than
what currently exists. Currently, as we understand it, it's
yes or no, reasonable assurance exists. W've added a md
ground here. Reasonabl e assurance exists, but the program
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needs i nprovenent.

I n del egating the evaluation function, the states
and | ocal s woul d have to use the FEMA endorsed eval uation
met hodol ogy, whatever that m ght be, after this whole
process. Evaluators would need to be trained. There would
be state, |ocal and perhaps other evaluators, whatever the
state woul d propose and have approved by FEVA. |f
necessary, and the state requests, FEVMA mi ght be able to
suppl enent on the state eval uation team and provi de ot her
federal agency representatives, as well, for their technical
expertise in eval uation.

This program woul d al so i ncorporate any kind of
revised credit policy that's devel oped and was di scussed by
t he previ ous paper, exercise streamining discussed that
quite a bit. |If necessary, FEMA could go out and exam ne
specific portions of the state's program called the
suppl enental verification. | think one of the previous
papers called it readi ness appraisal, sonething |ike that,
beyond the annual letter of certification, if problem areas
continue to exist.

Frequency of these kinds of things could be based
on performance. Good perforners would have | ess frequent
suppl enmental verifications in their program Perforners
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that continue to have problens m ght have their program
eval uated or verified a little nore frequently.

One of the big issues that we think m ght be
connected to this concept is a financial issue. Since the
state and | ocal s now under this concept woul d have the
responsi bility of evaluating those exercises, that poses an
addi tional resource issue. So, we thought, what are the
options for funding? FEMA m ght pass through sone funding
sonehow. Maybe the utilities would help fund the program
Maybe the states would fund it on their own, and perhaps
sonme ot her conbination or sone other creative financing
approach coul d be used.

Since this is such a change in the way things are
done today, we thought it mght be best to, if this concept
proceeds, to identify sonme volunteers or pilot states and
per haps phase this kind of concept in. W realize it's
probably not sonmething that all sites or states woul d seek
and nmaybe sone of these other concepts would be done first,
exerci se streanlining, those kinds of things could be done
first and then phase this concept in over tine, if that's
what i s deci ded.

Since not all sites or states would probably seek
this status, what about the non-del egated states? Wll, we
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haven't given as nmuch thought to that, but what we've
outlined here is that FEMA woul d continue to eval uate those
states and those |ocals, using any kind of eval uation tool
in the process that devel ops after the strategic review.
There woul d probably continue to be a negotiated extent of
pl ay and an annual l|etter of certification would still be
requi red of those sites.

A nunber of advantages we felt to this approach,
to this concept, is that many of the coments from The

Federal Register notice say there was no real benefit to

getting this 350 approval. Well, if you tie delegated state
status into requirenents for the 350 approval, then there's
sone tangi bl e benefit.

Increased flexibility to schedul e exercises, to
determ ne what you denonstrate during exercises and how you
correct the problens, and we felt that m ght provide an
i ncreased ownership, as well, could be Iess costly in that
you' re not having a bunch of federal evaluators cone in.
There woul d be a standardi zed annual letter of
certification, and it would allow FEMA and ot her federal
agencies to refocus their efforts in this programaway from
the biennial training exercise to review ng plans of
techni cal assistance or program assi stance, wor kshops,

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888



66
training and those kinds of things, and a big one would be
exercise participation, as well.

A few di sadvant ages, we've listed. Certainly a
perception that self-evaluation could be | ess objective than
an outside third party comng in and eval uating an exerci se.

Addi tional resources required at the state to inplenent
this program certainly an inpact on FEMA and state and

| ocal staff. |[If one side of the house |loses this
responsibility and the other side of the house picks it up
at the state and local |evel, so sone kind of inpact there
on job responsibilities and training effort.

In fact, there nost |ikely would be a dual or
parall el program the non-del egated states and the del egated
states, and that would be a nore difficult job in
adm ni stering the REP program rather than just having just
one program across the entire country for all sites.

Needl ess to say, as discussion earlier, sone
changes to regulations mght be required and that's a
| engt hy process.

So, that's an overview of the del egated state
paper. Thank you.

MR. AUVAN. We realize you probably have comrents
and points you' d like to nmake about this particular one, but
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we woul d ask if you have any questions at this point about
the del egated state concept, we'll take those now?

MR. GRAHAM Yes, Ron Graham USDA. Steve, this
del egation is going to be for all objectives, or are they
going to divide theminto plunme versus ingestion?

MR. BORTH. The way the paper is described and the
concept described at this point, we haven't | ooked
specifically at any objectives. It's across the board the
way it's described right now, all exercise objectives.

MR GRAHAM It seens to be, if you go for certain
obj ectives, there could be a reduced participation on sonme
of the federal agencies.

MR, BORTH. Well, that's why | said, in the
state's application process to becone a del egated state or
even as the exercises go on and planning the exercises, the
state may, under this concept, request FEMA and perhaps
ot her federal agencies, to cone in and assist themin
eval uation. W're not ruling that out and we're hoping that
your agency, in particular, USDA and others, would renain
involved in this aspect.

MR. GRAHAM W don't want to back out. We'd |ike
to get further involved init, instead of allow ng, | guess,
the systemto allow the states to back us out of it.
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MR. BORTH: Well, the concept as it is nowis that
it wuld be the state's call

MR. AUMAN. Over here, Ceorge?

MR. URQUHART: Thank you. This may not be quite
as loud as the others, but anyway, CGeorge U quhart fromthe
Commonweal th of Virginia. W did at the Kansas City, one of
t he neetings, decide that or advocated that Virginia, the
Commonweal th, m ght be real considerate of being a del egated
state. Cbviously, | see that there are significant concerns
and issues that involve that.

| think Steve nade the point when he started out
in his presentation today that this is clearly a fundanenta
shift and it's a fundanental change. | specifically make
that -- and | think that's interesting for us in this
mllennial or in this time, that we begin to think outside
our normal tradition of doing business in this regard.

Clearly, | see the dual approach and there are
sone communities, if delegated stays successful, then a
conponent or constituent services and resources need to be
mai ntained within the federal famly so they can eval uate
t hose other conmmunities that nay not be a del egated state.

MR. AUMAN. |Is there a question, George, or is
this a coment ?
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MR, URQUHART: Well, in a sense, yes. The
question that | had had to do with nore inportantly, the
resources that locals or states mght to enlist or have. As
Ron has just pointed out -- this would be nore of a comment
toward the paper and issue here -- that there is no nove on
the part of any of the del egated states, at |east not from
Virginia' s standpoint, to exenpt or any of the federal
famly fromcomng in or being a part of this community when
we eval uate.

But, | think all that we're saying is here we have
rel eased a body of knowl edge, a body of information, that's,
to sonme extent, and | want to nake sure that this point is
comng here, to sonme extent is maintained within the bowels
of a federal famly. | don't think in these tinmes that that
is quite true. And, | don't think that is necessarily a
protection of or should not be viewed as a protection of our
livelihood or things |ike that.

MR, AUMAN:.  Ckay.

MR, URQUHART: | just want to nake sure that point
is clearly made with regard to informati on we have. The
joint publications and the gui dance we have, with the
intelligence in our comunity of consultants, engineers and
state | evel personnel, can be replicated, and is replicated,
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and not just retained in a federal famly. Those are the
points | wanted to raise and of course I'll have an
opportunity later on. | wanted to tal k about reasonabl e
assurance finding, where is it risk based and so on. Thank
you.

MR. AUMAN. Ckay. Question?

M5. KUHR:  Yes, Tina Kuhr with Duke Energy. |
guess | want a basic question, because the del egated state
concept is based on first the state having 350 approval and
|"mjust trying to understand the difference between a
finding of reasonabl e assurance and a 350 approval of a
plan. | guess | haven't been in energency planning as |ong
as sone people, and our plans were all approved, and I
bel i eve even our state plans have received 350 approval
before | canme into the group, so | wasn't involved in that
process. | guess | don't understand the difference or naybe
sonebody coul d expl ai n?

MR. BORTH.  Your question, again, is the
di fference between a 350 approval versus reasonabl e
assur ance?

M5. KUHR: Correct.

MR. BORTH. I n 350 approval, ny understanding is
t hat 350 approval of a plan's preparedness equates to
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reasonabl e assurance that the public safety can, in FEMA' s
view and will, in the NRC s view, be protected, and every
ot her year, then, that is reaffirmed by an exercise which is
conducted w thout any deficiencies, or if there are
deficiencies, those deficiencies are corrected within 120
days.

So, reasonabl e assurance is a continuing thing.

MR. NELSON: Alan Nelson, NEI. But, you can stil
have reasonabl e assurance and not have a 3507

MR. BORTH. That's correct. There are 12 sites
currently that do not have 350 approval and have been
operating and they have what's called an interimfinding.

MR. NELSON: So, why would a mandatory 350 be
required?

MR. BORTH: Well, several of the comments at |east

to The Federal Register notice was that why get a 350? The

350 process has no tangi ble benefits. Seeing that coment,
we thought, let's take that into consideration and hinge
this del egated state status on having 350 approval.

MR, AUMAN:  Next ?

M5. PAICE: Hi, Steve, Sandra Paice. You talked
about a pilot programfor possibly doing these del egated
states. I'mecurious, if you' re |ooking at sonething like
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that, can you give ne sone specifics how | ong, what type of
application, do they contact you? Do we have to provide
certain information? Do you have to have certain anmount of
pl ants? That type of thing, could you give us maybe a
little bit? Has it gone that far, or is this the tip of the
i ceberg?

M5. HOGAN: No, | think you hit on it just now.
It's not gone that far. One of the points we nade earlier
was that inplenentation details have not been devel oped.
This is a concept at this point and in Anne's presentation,
she also provided a slide that said in the larger tine
frame, that these proposed recommendati ons would go to
Director Wtt. Details would conme out much | ater

So, the details of the application process are
outlined in here possibly, in the paper, but certainly
not hi ng has been devel oped.

M5. PAICE: So, we would be nore at the
i npl ement ati on phase when sonething |like this woul d happen
and not so much in the planning phase of it?

M5. HOGAN. That's true, and this is a concept.
This is not a plan or a programyet. |It's a concept.

MR. BORTH: Yes, if sonething like this were to
happen. It's quite possible that after these series of
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st akehol der neetings, that this concept goes away. It
certainly, by our reading so far, has not received
overwhel m ng support, yet there are a few that seemto,
appear to like the idea, even without the details.

M5. HOGAN. O course, during the pilot phase, any
of those states that are participating would be providing
input into the good points and the bad points, so that if it
were a programthat was being inplenented across the board,
further details would cone out nuch |ater.

MR. NELSON: Al an Nelson, NEI. So, what you're
saying is, if a state wanted to do the pilot, then they
woul d be part of the planning process, to develop this
paradi gm shift, rather than you devel op the process and | ook
for a pilot to denponstrate it?

M5. HOGAN:. That's the whol e concept of this
strategic review, is getting the input fromthe participants
and the stakeholders. So, any pilot state would be a
st akehol der, too.

MR. AUMAN.  Any | ast questions? |If not, |'ll
t hank Steve and Rosemary.

We're going to take a break. We're well ahead of
schedul e, so when we conme back fromthe break, we'll have
four panelists, one fromeach of the concept papers up here,
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and we' || begin taking your cormments and prepared responses
at that tinme. | have ten of now W'I| start about five
after, about a 15 mnute break. Thank you.

(Wher eupon, a short recess was taken.)

MR. AUMAN. |If you'd like to take your seats,
we' |l begin taking comments.

(Pause.)

MR, AUVAN. Ckay, we're going to begin taking your
comments and responses at this tinme. A couple of points
before we begin. |If you did not call in and specifically
ask to make comments today, that's all right. You're nore
than wel cone to offer any comments you would like to give.
We found out yesterday that sonebody didn't conme up and
of fer a comment because they thought they didn't nmake a
reservation. No reservations required. Please feel free to
cone to either m crophone and nmake your comments.

Once again, we're going to enforce the five mnute
rule. We would ask you to limt your comments to five
mnutes. |'Il tell you when you have one mnute left. At
that point, | would ask you to pl ease summari ze or concl ude
your comrents. Again, we have plenty of tinme, though, and
we woul d encourage you, if you have nore that you would |ike
to offer or nore comments, please conme back again.
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Ei t her m crophone is fine. Please cone down when
you' re ready and offer your nane and your affiliation for
the reporter and then you can begin your comments. W have
four panel nenbers up here, as well, one fromeach of the
four concept papers that you just heard and if you have a
question for them they' Il be here to answer that, as well.

So, we're ready to begin. Woever would |like to come down
to the m crophone, please feel free.

MR. RENTZ: Good nmorning. M nane is Bill Rentz.

I"'mwith Virginia Power. |1'mthe director of energency
preparedness for Virginia Power and |I've been with Virginia
Power for about seven years and |'ve been in the energency
pl anni ng di scipline, | guess you'd call it, for about 17
years.

First of all, 1'"d like to congratul ate you for
taking on the strategic review. It is not often that you
see a strong customer focus com ng out of a federal agency
or federal agencies. | include the NRC and their
participation in this regard, in order not to get in trouble
| at er.

You have the opportunity to better your program
| think the question here we all have is, what is better?
The four concept papers presented here today, in reading
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them and actually nmy view in reading themwas confirned
today and that is that the scope of many of these concepts
is yet to be defined to any specific |level of detail. [|I'm
greatly encouraged to have the opportunity to talk to you
for a few mnutes prior to the superstructure being forned.

Wil e the NRC has overall responsibility for
energency preparedness at a fixed nuclear site, they look to
FEMA to reach the finding of reasonabl e assurance. FEMA has
a responsibility to establish and maintain this finding.

| draw a distinction between establishing and
mai ntaining a finding and to keep ny comments brief, 1'd
like to just give you an analogy. | don't know that it's a
very good anal ogy, but it's the best | could cone up wth.
My house was built in 1984. At that time, a contractor cane
in and dug the footings. The building inspector showed up
and inspected the footings. Wen the footings were poured,
the building inspector came back and | ooked at the pourings
to make sure they were adequate.

When t he house was framed, the building inspector
returned. Wred, the building inspector returned. Once the
certificate of occupancy was issued for the house, | don't
have the building i nspector com ng back every two years to
take down plaster board to see if the wiring is still good,
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to see if the footing is still good.

What | am suggesting here, I'mdrawing a
di stinction between establishing the reasonabl e assurance
finding and what it would take to maintain it. FEMA has
sel ected the exercise evaluation process for the last 14 or
so, 15 years, in determning or reaffirmng that reasonable
assurance fi nding.

| think once you establish it, the word reaffirnmed
here has been used often this norning. Rather than
reaffirm 1'll use the termmaintain. Certainly, it would
take considerably | ess resources and nore efficient use of
resources, to be able to maintain that finding of reasonable
assurance. | encourage you and invite a comment from any or
all of you with respect to do you agree that maintaining the
finding should take | ess resources and as so, do you think
you'll be considering that as you further provide detail to
each of the concepts?

| amgreatly encouraged by each of the concepts.
| think each one of the four have merit, including the |ast
one. There's nobody that takes better care of ny children
than nyself -- ny wwfe mght argue that point.

(Laughter.)

MR. RENTZ: But, | take on that responsibility.
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That | evel of governnment primarily responsible for health
and safety is the | ocal governnent. | appreciate them
havi ng or being considered to have the potential opportunity
to reassune that responsibility.

Prior to TM, utilities didn't have a very good
working relationship with respect to energency response with
respect to off site authorities. | think we have that
t oday.

| think the NRC, one exanple to point to, | think
the NRC has recogni zed the maturing of the energency
preparedness programw thin the industry. One exanple is
the consolidation of the SALP. SALP stands for Systematic
Assessnment of Licensee Performance.

A nunber of years ago, there were seven different
SALP areas. In the 1992 frane, | want to say, those SALP
areas were consolidated into four and energency preparedness
was pulled in with three others in that consolidation. |
t hi nk the NRC has recogni zed that the industry program has
matured. | think the state and | ocal prograns with respect
to radiol ogi cal energency response has matured trenendously.

MR. AUMAN:.  You have one m nute.

MR. RENTZ: Thank you. | think the virtue
provided by utilities working closely with state and | ocal

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888



79
governnments, | think, speaks volunes, to what the results
have been com ng out of NRC regul ations and out of FEMA
regul ati ons and out of the application of those regul ations.

So, again, | strongly urge you to draw a
di stinction between what it took to establish that finding
of reasonabl e assurance and what it should take to sinply
mai ntain it. Thank you.

MR. AUMAN. Thank you. Please feel free to use
ei ther m crophone, by the way.

Next ?

MR. NELSON: Good norning. M nane is Al an
Nel son. |I'm senior project manager with the Nucl ear Energy
Institute. For the record, NEI represents about 300
conpani es and organi zati ons worl dw de, engaged in the
beneficial uses of nuclear energy. NEI provides technical
support and regul atory issues, evaluation on generic issues
affecting the nuclear industry, NEI and industry
i nteraction, devel ops consensus views on generic issues and
conmmuni cates these views.

We have provided a nunmber of responses and we
appl aud the efforts and the recognition of NEI and the
industry in noving the strategic reviewto this point in
tinme. We did neet as an industry group and review the
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coments and suggestions that were made on the concept
papers. W net at our offices on Novenber 12, 1997, a ful
day session and nore and reviewed the points of view that we
would |i ke to present.

| have provided Nancy Goldstein with witten
coments today that will elaborate on the discussion that
|"mgoing to make now. Gven the tinme allowed, we offer
these comments and I'mgoing to split themin two parts,
just so that there's a difference of the two. |I'mgoing to
| ook at the exercise evaluation focus and then cone back
| ater and tal k about sonme program enhancenents and then with
some concl usi ons.

This process is a little awkward, because it
breaks up the continuity of the presenter, so when you read
the transcript, it's going to say NEl, and then soneone
el se, and then I'mgoing to cone back and do that, so |
think that's a little bit confusing.

In regard to the exercise streamining, we think
that you should place priority on the exercise
recomendat i ons, devel op an aggressive action plan and
schedul e for inplenentation. There's a ot of nerit,
there's a ot going on that's already been. Consistency, |
t hi nk, was brought out earlier. W definitely feel that a
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project matrix for this whole project needs to be devel oped.
How it affects regulations, how it may affect guidance,
what's its inmpact? | don't nean cost benefit inpact.
mean, benefit benefit inpact. Wat could be done early on
and what woul d take nore | onger term | ooking at?

In the area of the exercise evaluation, we need to
enphasi ze greater program efficiency, exercise streanlining
is inperative, maximze flexibility. W think the use of
the annual letter of certification can be expanded, as you
had noted. It should be used as a self-assessnent tool, as
it is, and expanded upon that, it should be used as an
alternative to sone exercises.

On regard to the del egated state option, | kind of
feel that that should be delayed until sone of these other
processes can be put in place. | applaud your creative
paradi gmshift in thinking. It's evolutionary, and should
be appl auded for that, but there are many other things that
could be put in place that could create nore efficiencies to
benefit both FEMA, state and the industry.

Just to build on what Bill Rentz had nentioned
fromVirginia Power is the effect of nonitoring reasonabl e?
Sure. FEMA should continue to maintain the current |evel
of evaluation for initial licensing exercise. But, once its
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initial licensing exercise has been conducted, an operating
license is issued and the role for maintaining the assurance
of public health and safety should shift to one that
noni t ors.

| npl enent, in another category, inplenent enhanced
programreview. In this category, allow for drills and
exercise flexibility, focus on results, outcone and neeting
objectives. Reallocate FEMA resources to areas of greater
needs, as in the all hazards approach, where that may need,
because that's where your everyday event is. |If we're not

prepared for those, then we wll never be prepared for the

nucl ear .

MR. AUMAN:.  You have one m nute.

MR. NELSON: I'll just sumup in this activity and
conme back and expand on a few of the other points. In

addition to that, performinspections to satisfy objectives
during the exercise that you had al ready di scussed. W
encour age that.

Develop a mnimumcriteria for reasonable
assurance and lay that out and let it be known. 1In
conclusion of this particular point, is that we believe that
you shoul d reward good performance and | ook at a three or
four year certification or exercise frequency. But, the
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criteria for that would need to be devel oped. Thank you.

MR. AUMAN. Thank you.

M5. KUHR: |I'm Tina Kuhr wth Duke Energy
Corporation. |[|'ve kind of grouped nmy comments al ong the
lines of the concept paper. As far as the partnership and
REP program we believe FEMA needs to increase the federal
and state partnership. They also need to allow flexibility
and REP to be results oriented and focus on outcones, no
prescriptive methods.

We agree with the concept of revising REP 14 and
15 to consolidate rel ated objectives. W are also
encouraged by the trend toward all owi ng nore sel f-
eval uation. W believe FEMA needs to focus on preparedness
and reasonabl e assurance, not just exercises and that there
are ot her ways, such as assisting or doing programreviews,
to assure that.

We believe there needs to be an increase in
st akehol der i nvol venent and policy setting and al so an
i ncreased use of other federal agencies for technical
expertise. One suggestion we would |like to offer would be
for FEMA to sponsor regional REP workshops, with a focus on
i nformati on exchange anong participants to nake use of the
states and counties' expertise and to allow themto share
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that in that kind of forum

We al so believe that the Energency Al ert System
gui dance needs to be updated to reflect the changes in the
system

As far as the paper on radiological aspects of REP
versus all hazards. W believe in allow ng expanded credit
for responses to actual energencies and agree that there
shoul d be a standard national policy for this.

We al so should | ook at what aspects of
pr epar edness can be eval uated t hrough inspection, rather
t han exerci ses and nmake that nore of a continual process
than a once every two year event.

We al so see that you coul d have integrated
exercises where you're testing all aspects of energency
response, but only evaluating under the REP programthose
REP specific objectives.

The del egated state concept, we weren't quite as
confortable with the anmount of del egation. W think that
FEMA needs to maintain some degree of oversight simlar to
that of the NRC, where they allowthe utilities, as the
prograns have matured, nore self-evaluation, but they still
mai ntai n an oversi ght of the process, such as sitting in on
our critiques, to make sure that we are being self-critical
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As far as exercise streanlining, again, be results
oriented. Focus evaluation resources on those areas where
t here have been either problens generically, if there are
certain objectives that have had probl ens countryw de, or
areas that have had previous problens at that site. That's
where the resources should be focused.

We do not believe that the frequency of
relocation, re-entry, return and ingestion objectives shoul d
be increased because of the |ow probability of these events,
but we could be supportive of having two plunme and one
i ngestion exercise and have |ike an ingestion only exercise
in a six year cycle. W also believe that the frequency of
M5-1 drills could be changed from annual to biennial. Even
the NRC is recognizing with maturing of the programthat our
on site exercises don't need to be done annually, and I
think this would be appropriate.

We al so m ght want to | ook at whether we could do
nmore separation of the on site and off site exercises. For
an i ngestion exercise, perhaps the utility could just serve
as a control cell and not necessarily have to have negative
training of our own people toward failure. So, those are
the coments that | had to offer.

MR. AUMAN. Thank you.

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888



86

MR. HARDEMAN: My nane is Jim Hardeman and |'mthe
chair of the Energency Response Planning Conmttee of the
Conference of Radiation Control Program Directors.

First off, I want to applaud FEVMA for including us
in this process. | look forward to the day when the seats
are arranged a little differently. Wen the seats are kind
of arranged in a circle and we're all sitting together as
equals. That kind of leads ne into the partnership concept
paper.

It's no surprise that as states, we strongly
support the partnership concept, but we don't want to just
[imt it to a partnership between the states and FEVA. W
want to make sure that the other nenbers of the federal
famly are included and excuse nme a nonent -- we al so want
to make sure that FEMA partners with its own regiona
offices. W want to nmake sure that the nmenbers of the
federal famly work wwth us effectively. W also want to
encourage through this process partnershi ps between states
on a regional basis. These regional partnerships could be
used as an effective vehicle for federal exercise play.

They coul d be, as was pointed out by Tina just a nonent ago,
they could be used as effective vehicles for exchange of
technical information between states. Wat | see as FEMA' s
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role in this partnership is the facilitator, to facilitate
this exchange, to facilitate that exchange of information
bet ween the partners.

Al so, one additional area that we see that FEMA
may have a crucial role is identifying capabilities and
assets, particularly in these days of increasing budget
pressure, that cannot be allowed to erode or to di sappear.
This is not only just in the REP arena, but also in the
anti-terrorismarena. Mich of that work may have al ready
been done.

This coul d, perhaps, be acconplished through the
FRPCC, as opposed to just having it be strictly under the
FEMA | ett er head.

The al ternative approaches that Tom Essig so
clearly laid out for us, we like those. W think that those
alternative approaches have a lot of nerit, but | want to
make sure that we focus everything that we do on rea
preparedness. After we' ve focused on preparedness, then
concern ourselves with how do we denonstrate that, how do we
prove that to ourselves in an exercise, that that |evel of
preparedness really exists? W always have to focus on
pr epar edness and not just the denonstration of that
pr epar edness.
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We view the incorporation of the REP programinto
an all hazards plan not as fragnenting an exercise, but we
view it rather as integrating the radiol ogi cal energency
preparedness function into the overall schenme of energency
preparedness. Right now, it seens that we have two
prograns. W have an all hazards program and then over
here, we have a REP program often with duplication of
effort and we want to try to fold REP and bring REP into the
f ol d.

Exercise streamining, we strongly support a
results oriented exercise program That gives us the
flexibility to take alternative approaches that reach the
same end. But, part of that, and this goes back to the
partnership, is that all of the partners need to cone
together to agree on what those goals and what those desired
out cones ought to be, and then we'd go off and determne in
our particular situation, how do we best achi eve those
goal s.

MR. AUMAN.  You have one m nute.

MR. HARDEMAN: To get a little bit detailed, we do
support the production and frequency of M5-1 drills to once
every two years. To answer specifically a couple of
gquestions, | think | probably already answered them but |
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will, anyway, should FEMA's role be redefined from eval uator
to partner. The short answer there is yes. Wuld REP be
nore effective by focusing nore on radiol ogical activities?

Agai n, the answer is yes. W support, we need nore federal
exercise participation, sonme of the ideas that have been
brought out here concerning maybe havi ng i ngestion only
exerci se once every six years, | think we could support
that. But, again, | think we'd rather see those activities
on a regional basis, which would maxi m ze the benefit from
our other federal assets. Thank you very nuch.

MR. AUMAN. Thank you. O her comments? Tinme for
t he second go around?

MR. NELSON: Al an Nelson, NEI. | was enphasizing
the need to go back and | ook at the exercise eval uation
recomendations. | spoke to you a few m nutes about
nmonitoring the reasonabl e assurance i npl enent enhancenent
programrevi ew.

In continuation of that discussion, I'd like to
tal k now about consolidating the evaluation process. The
gui dance for evaluation of the full participation exercise
shoul d be revised to build upon the initial finding of
program adequacy. Consolidation will result in a
significant reduction in the evaluation process burden for
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each evaluator, thus providing the basis for a targeted
review and an overall reduction in the nunber of evaluators
used during a typical exercise.

Sone of the points were discrete drills,

i ndependent of exercise, could provide efficiencies.
Personnel nonitoring, congregate care, field teamnonitoring
are typical ones. W feel that REP 14 and 15 shoul d be
revised to focus on radiol ogi cal performance and obj ecti ves.
And, the third itemin consolidation is focus on

pr epar edness, not just exercise conpliance.

Looking at limting the biennial exercise to
previously identified concerns -- if you' ve got that
benchmark, then you should be able to cone back and do site
speci fic weaknesses that have been identified, |ook at what
industry learns froma generic point of viewfromthe tota
gl obal industry, and | understand that FEMA does keep
tabul ati ons on tracks and trends and identified weaknesses.

Was it done on an annual basis or sem -annual basis? W
woul d i ke to see that published in some format to identify
what those weaknesses are, so we can insure, we can capture
them fromthe industry point of view, to insure that they're
built into the scenario generically nationw de.

| don't think that we've seen a -- we've seen bhits
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and pieces at the REP conferences and here and there about
identified percentages of identified offers and etc., but |
think we need to package that a little bit better.

Al so, these discrete exercises or previously under
this woul d be new procedures and new equi prrent woul d be
utilized and tested under these type of drills and
exerci ses.

In considering efficient approaches to determ ne
reasonabl e assurance, we think we need to focus on
determ ning areas that can be inspected, rather than
denonstrated through exercises. Such things as alert and
notification, public information, equipnment and facility
readi ness and interview energency response organi zations, to
get an understanding of their know edge | evel, to insure
response readiness training is effective. Just by
interview ng them you can go a long way in finding out what
their know edge level is and how they m ght inplenment it.

Anot her area that m ght be | ooked at as
consolidating long term objectives, such as relocation, re-
entry, return ingestion pathway was what was said. Do it
separately and nore efficiently. Again, another area where
ef fective approach m ght be again is to re-look at the
annual letter of certification and how that woul d apply and
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how people can utilize that nore efficiently.

| nmentioned earlier, because of the potential for
negative training, | encourage you not to use unrealistic
scenarios. It's msleading to the public, it's m sl eading
to the players and the responders.

Uilize real events in real time, and | know this
is difficult, but it can be tried as a pilot to see how it
works and see if it does neet the criteria and goals.
want to enphasi ze what others have said about nodifying the
medi cal drill frequency requirenents. |'mnot sure that we
really need to ook at a two year cycle, but we need to | ook
at a performance-based process. How that works is, if you
identify through self-evaluation or review that you do have
a weakness in that area, then that would be trained nore and
drilled nore frequently.

So, the tine frequency is not that critical. It's
t he performance of the outcone of that activity that really
is time critical. |If you have an off site organization, |I'm
not just tal king nedical, that shows poor denonstration,
normally they would do a renedial, right, and then they
woul d hei ghten that performance. But, perfornmance-based
process i s an ongoi ng process and nmany of the utilities use
it and | advise you to look into that, howit is done and
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howit is built into the program

The recent passing of the 5054T, | believe, allows
for performance based reviews and it noved it froma one
year reviewto a two year review, and significant changes to
-- this is an NRC regulation, but it's built on performance
base, identifying areas of weakness which | think are
critical to the program

There are two areas, program enhancenent, which
really falls into the partnership and the del egated state.
Specifically, we feel, as | said earlier, the del egated
state initiative, while it shows a paradi gm and al nost
i ngenious look at it, we think that that should be del ayed
until these other levels of effort. W'd hate to see FEMA
resources being dedicated to a | ong, drawn out process that
may or may not be applicable to all.

You're nore effective in using your resources,
whi ch woul d support the majority of the off site state,
| ocal and the industry. But, in the program enhancenent
recommendati ons, recogni ze the role of protecting the public
health and safety is the responsibility of the state, which
you already do, and | ocal response organizations. | think
sone of these points were made, but I'll reiterate themjust
the sane. Sponsor FEMA information exchange wor kshops. As
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Jimhad nentioned before nme, this is a partnership program
Being involved in the program the ability that we have to
work with you during the SERF is a prinme exanple and | think
the desired outcone was net just the sane.

Invite FEMA to participate in state training,
utilize state expertise when devel opi ng radi ol ogi cal
standards. There's an awful | ot of expertise out there in
the state. And, permt self-evaluation wth maybe nodified
fromthe del egated state which permts self-evaluation with
FEMA oversight could be a cross-over fromthe del egated
state, where the state could do their own self-eval uation
but then validated and verified by FEMA. That may be a
different interpretation of the full del egated state, but
receiving the sane goals. This way, you need | ess FEMA
reviewers at each | ocation, but then they again would
validate the final report and the follow up itens.

Agai n, enphasi zing provide credit for real events.

| really think we need to focus on preparedness rather than
exerci se conpliance, and by having a consistent policy, that
woul d certainly go a | ong way.

Use of self-evaluations, | think I've discussed
that. | think in the short term FEMA should maintain the
oversight while these other prograns are matured | ater on.
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State and | ocal evaluators provide know edgeabl e base and
expertise, as you're well aware. | think this probably cane
out, as | saw, fromsone of the notes that cane out of the
Kansas City neeting, you certainly have gotten a | ot of
i nput fromthe actual stakeholders, the users, and their
experti se has been expressed to you.

In conclusion, the industry believes that adoption
of the approaches proposed place NRC and FEMA in a
| eadership role and we applaud you for that, as they
actively pursue reforns that would significantly inprove
efficiency and cost-effectiveness. This process wll
enhance response capabilities of the state and | ocal
jurisdictions, do a shift in the role fromevaluation to one
of nore technical assistance, and finally, enhance the
response capabilities for the use of state and | ocal
officials in the evaluation capacity.

NEI and the industry appreciates the tine that
you've given us. | don't knowif | went beyond ny five, but
| appreciate that.

(Laughter.)

MR. AUMAN.  Woul d anyone like to take a guess, yes
or no?

MR, NELSON: |If we can work with you in a
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cooperative, full manner, we certainly would appreciate
that. Thank you very nuch.

MR. AUMAN. Thank you, M. Nel son.

M5. LAMB: Thank you.

MR, AUMAN. Ot her comments, please?

MR. HOLDEN: Good norning, |'m Robert Hol den,
director of the Nuclear Waste Program for the National
Congress of American Indians. W're headquartered here in
Washi ngton, D.C. W have a constituency of, responsibility
for over 550 tribal governnents throughout the country, but
our nenbership conprises about 250 tribal governnents at
this point in tinme.

A few comments regardi ng policy, some substantive
issues, and I'Il be putting these in a letter at a later
date, but | guess in terns of this particular neeting and
its format, talk about notice for a nonent. Had attenpted
to go to the neeting in Kansas City, but | guess we were not
invited, matter of fact, told that we weren't to be invited
because we were a national organization. But, the fact is,
we serve this role through nmany agencies, in terns of
| ooking at the responsibility of federal agencies in
i npl enmenting the trust responsibility to the tribes. So, we
m ssed an opportunity to represent those tribes who did not
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have the resources to attend that neeting, and there are a
nunber of tribes which you may be aware, are within the ten
mle EPZ and the 50 m | e ingestion pathways. So, they have
aright to be at these sessions and they have a right to be
represented and we urge this body to be m ndful of those
concerns, because even though they are not here, those
concerns need to be addressed.

These tribes, as you are aware, are not nerely
stakehol ders. They are super stakeholders, if anything,
because of that trust responsibility. W've worked with
FEMA, well, we've worked with a nunber of agencies in
devel opment of Indian policies, to inplement these ideas and
concerns of this fiduciary duty, and we're doing so with
FEMA at this point in tine on these aspects of I|ndian
policy, which will incorporate the concerns of REP' s
strategic review.

It may be that because tribes have not been
pl ayers in these activities, that they nmay have the benefit
of not having to go with sone of the states and ot her
jurisdictions have done in ternms of sone of the burdens
whi ch you are in the process of streamlining. Perhaps the
good news is that, with your expertise and with the work
you' ve done, they will have the benefit of not having to
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undergo sone of those headaches that sone people nay have
felt they've gone through in the past. So, we do appreciate
that, but then again, we do not know.

There are sonme concerns regarding, | guess, issues
such as this del egated state nuance, because states and
tribes do not have the best of relationships. These
enabling acts that states pass to becone states usurped
tribal jurisdiction. They took their |ands through federal
governnment participation, so many of these |lands are still -
- the tribal people that live there do not feel that they
ever left, or that they should be passed and they still have
t hat connection and they still are caretakers of those
| ands. So, that's sonething that you need to be m ndful of,
as well as the aspects of jurisdiction, the environnental
quality, the fire and police protection that tribes have to
exercise to insure the health and safety of their popul ation
citizens, Indian and non-Indian, as well.

So, if, you know, |I'mnot saying that states won't
| ook after states, but if the past record which shows that
states have not done that environnmental quality, | think we
m ght have some concern in terns of state regulatory
functions in this matter.

| woul d propose that perhaps naybe we shoul d have
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a FEMA tribal REP strategic review neeting to | ook at these
aspects which may not have been addressed and I'Il gladly
work with you to make, perhaps, a neeting of this sort cone
about. Wth that, as | said, I will put sone of these
comments in witing and | guess that it's just that we in
the Indian country have to be careful in ternms of what we
relinqui shed and what we're supposed to be taking care of.
W' ve been told that we have certain instructions and we
have certain things to do, and we can't |eave these up to
trial and error, so | thank you.

MR. AUMAN.  Thank you. Any other comments?

MR. SI MPSON:  Andy Si npson fromthe Commonweal t h
of Pennsylvania. W've indicated in witing and al so at
Kansas City were very much supportive of the process that's
going on and we | ook forward to the next stage as it
continues. | think as | say, we suggested in Kansas City
that the four concept papers at this point probably need to
be two -- the del egated states being one, the other
integrated and interacting aspects of the other three papers
probably noving into one. W |ook forward to that.

Agai n, thank you for the opportunity to
participate. Just a mnor question as to the logistics. A
coupl e of the speakers have nentioned there will be witten
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processes, witten submssions. WII all of this be on the
REP hone page? How will we get access to the totality of
what has happened here today? | hope not till we wait to

get The Federal Regi ster notice.

MR. AUMAN. |'Il leave that for Anne, who is going
to address that in her closing coments, but she will talk
about where this information will be available to you.

Any other comments? If not, I'll thank our
panelists. One adm nistrative comment before |I turn it back
over to Anne. Nancy Col dstein has asked ne, if you cane in
today and cane in, perhaps, the other door and did not see
the sign up sheet outside, we would ask that you do quickly
on the way out. Just stop off and sign in your nane and
your affiliation on your way out the door. W' d appreciate
it, and I'Il turn it over to Anne.

M5. MARTIN: Thank you, Rick, and thank each of
you for being with us today. 1In conclusion, I'd like to
t hank a couple of other people. O course, Rita Calvan, our
Region |1l director, for being with us today and | hor Husar
is in the audience. Ilhor and his staff, particularly Nancy
Gol dstein and Tom Kevor ki an, who are staff to the Strategic
Revi ew Steering Conmttee, have done all the preparatory
work to making all of these neetings across country happen,
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as well as all of the materials we've used, particularly
Jennifer East. | don't know if Jennifer is still here. She
was here earlier today. And, Megs Hepler, the director of
the Exercises Division, cane in. I'd like to thank himfor
hi s support and assistance in the process.

|'d also like to take this opportunity and it's
the first time | have done it all week, but since this is
our last public neeting for this part of the process, |I'd
like to publicly thank the Steering Commttee, even though
their work, to an extent, is really just beginning. That
is, synthesizing all the coments that we've received in the
public neetings and distilling the concept papers into
recomrendations. That's Bob Bissell, Steve Borth, Wodie
Curtis, Tammy Doherty, Tom Essig, Rosemary Hogan, Fal k
Kantor, Janet Lanb, Bill MNutt, Mary Lynne MIler and
Sharon Stoffel and al so Mel anie Gall oway and Bob Hendri x,
who were working with us on the concept papers very early on
initially.

|'d like to use sone words that have been used
earlier today. 1'd like to reinforce, reaffirm and al so
reiterate that what we have presented to you today are

concepts. They were based on The Federal Regi ster comments,

on the various resolutions, various papers we have received
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in the past. Wat the commttee did was wap those coments
and stacked them W |ooked for thenes, tal ked about how
t hose thenmes should be crafted in proposals and that is what
you saw today. Using the accordion process that we
mentioned in the overview, of course, now we have brought
t hese proposals back to you, brought the concepts back to
say is this reasonable or an accurate reflection of the
aggregation of all of the comments that we have received?

So, that was today's process. You still have an
opportunity to submt comments. |If you think about
sonet hing as you | eave this neeting today, we wel cone you to
submt witten comrents, the address is on the overhead, to
Nancy Gol dstein. W are asking that you send those in prior
to January 1, because if you recall the schedule that we
presented during the overview, the conmttee will be neeting
early in the year to begin to refine these concepts into the
recomendati ons that m ght be nade.

| also would like to nention, | think many of you
may be aware of it, but interestingly enough, the commttee
had to work with comments that varied from oh, yes,
del egate everything to the state all the way to don't change
a thing about the program So, taking that w de disparity
of coments, we crafted these proposals. They may be,

Heritage Reporting Corporation
(202) 628-4888



103
several of them may be consolidated. Sonme of them may
becone early recommendati ons, right away, with sone needi ng
further refinement prior to becom ng a reconmendati on, and
sone may not result in recommendations at all.

We' ve devel oped concepts and we're bringing them
back to you and we ask for your comments again on that, and
at that point we'll be making recomendations that will cone
back out for comment.

I f | understood one of the |last comments, you want

to be sure that you have The Federal Regi ster notice or you

are aware of when those dates are. Check the REP hone page.

Everything we're doing wll be posted there. | understand
that if you are doing it yourself, that there is -- you may
check it today and check it tonorrow and it appears that
not hi ng has been changed, but it may have changed. There is
a refresh function that needs to be taken care of. So, be
sure that if you have any question about the process, |hor
is right here on this side of the auditorium See him and
ask him about the specific process for getting into the REP
home page, because apparently that initial screen does not
indicate the full depth of what m ght have been updated nost
recently.

Al so, on The Federal Register notice, when
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proposed recommendati ons do cone out for notice, that date

of The Federal Register will be posted on the REP hone page

and al so, all of these docunents are available in the public
docunent roons of the utilities. [If you have any ot her
comment s about venues that we m ght use to be sure to get
the word out appropriately and early, we'd be nost happy to
accommodat e t hose.

Well, 1'd Iike to thank each one of you again for
comng out on this rainy Friday. | can't tell you how much
we appreciate your comments and that they will be nost
instrunmental in assisting us in refining the
recommendations. That concl udes our public neeting in
Washi ngton, D.C. Thank you.

(Wher eupon, at 11:50 a.m, the neeting was
concl uded.)
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